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The Role and Primary Responsibilities of the Program Specialist in the 
California Special Education Local Plan Areas: A Consensus Model 
Abstract 
PURPOSE: The purpose of this study was to investigate the role and impor-
tance of the program specialist's position in the California Special 
Education Local Plan Areas and to ascertain the primary responsibilities 
of the program specialist's position. 
PROCEDURES: Ninety-seven California Special Education Local Plan Areas 
(SELPAs) were surveyed. Due to the variations in geographic size, average 
daily attendance, and actual years (0-5) of the SELPAs, subgroups of the 
study focused on the variables of size and longevity. Individuals selected 
to provide the data from each SELPA were its director and one program 
specialist designated by the director. Eighty-one SELPAs completed the 
SELPA Directors' Survey/Questionnaire and the Primary Responsibilities 
Survey. The directors' survey described the program specialist's impor-
tance to the SELPA's delivery of service. The Primary Responsibilities 
Survey provided data which define the primary responsiblities of the 
program specialist, and further clarified the program specialist's role. 
FINDINGS: Data collected from survey responses by the Directors and 
Participating Program Specialists (PPS) were presented in narrative and 
tabular form. The Directors' perceived importance was synthesized to 
yield a Composite Rating of Program Specialists' Importance (CRPSI). The 
rank of 4.2, roughly "very important," was the computed CRPSI. The areas 
of Support and Communication received the highest rating of importance by 
a majority (68%) of the respondents. The variables of size and longevity 
------cl-icl--net-awear-tG>-aJcter-the-CRPSI-substantiall;<?. _________________ _ 
The Participating Program Specialists' responses were tabulated and 
yielded a Synthesis of Program Specialist Primary Responsibilities (SPR). 
The SPR produced four primary responsibilities and five secondary responsi-
bilities. The responsibility of "Consulting with Teachers" was the highest 
(75%) primary responsibility. The variables of size and longevity did not 
affect the SPR substantially, although minor differences did occur. 
CONCLUSIONS: The findings of the study suggested that the program 
specialist's position is very important to the operation and service 
delivery model of the California SELPAs. Findings also support a con-
sensual role for the program specialist with well-defined primary and 
secondary responsibilities. The primary responsibilities defined in the 
SPR substantiate the program specialist's position as that of a support 
service to school personnel, parents, and students. 
RECOMMENDATIONS: Areas for further investigation which would contribute 
to this research are: 1) current school personnel perceptions of the 
program specialist's services, and 2) a nationwide investigation of 
service delivery models for comparison purposes. 
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Chapter 1 
INTRODUCTION 
One of the most comprehensive pieces of legislation affecting the 
nation is the Education for All Handicapped Children's Act (Public Law 
94-142) passed in 1975. This law is the culmination of court cases and 
lobby group activities which reported many facts, among which was that 
out of the nation's eight million handicapped children, four million 
were not receiving appropriate educational services, and one million 
were receiving no services at all. Although the education of children 
is a state responsibility, the federal government does institute 
legislation to effect change in cases where national security or public 
welfare is affected. Desegregation, War on Poverty's Head Start and 
T-ic1o-1e-I-f'und4ng-1-and-Voea-1o-iona-l-Rehabi-l-icta-tion-are-,-for-example-,---------
representative of federal intervention. For similar purposes, Congress 
passed P.L. 94-142 which mandated that each state must ensure a free, 
appropriate education for all of its handicapped individuals, ages 
3-21 years. Moreover, this legislation was designed to provide states 
with financial assistance so that they can serve handicapped children 
in the schools. However, in order to qualify for the federal monetary 
support, states must comply with specific federal regulations. 
To gain eligibility and comply with the federal mandates, most 
states have developed a statewide plan for the implementation of P.L. 
94-142. California's implementation program is called the Master Plan 
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for Special Education, commonly called "The Master Plan."· 
California's first implementation of the Master Plan took place in 
1975 with the funding of six pilot service regions complying with the 
Master Plan guidelines. A service region, now called a Special Educa-
tion Local Plan Area (SELPA), is the school district(s) and/or county 
office(s) of education organized within a geographic area to coordinate 
the administration and delivery of special education services (Senate 
Bill 1870, Rodda, 1980). Other service regions have been added yearly 
with total district compliance to be reached by 1983. 
As is often the case in massive educational changes or implemen-
tations, P.L. 94-142 has created a need for additional educators who 
possess special expertise and training. A specific job, the Program 
Specialist, was mandated in California legislation as early as 1974 
with Assembly Bill 4040. Subsequent legislation, A.B. 1250 (1977), 
A.B. 3635 (1978), S.B. 1870 (1980), also included this position. 
Because of the special qualifications required of program special-
ists in the Master Plan, the position has gained professional status in 
the school districts and service regions. In part, this status grew 
out of the following excerpt from the Master Plan itself: 
A program specialist is a specialist who holds a valid special 
education credential, clinical services credential, health 
services credential, or a school psychologist authorization 
and has advanced training and related experience in the educa-
tion of individuals with exceptional needs and specialized 
indepth knowledge in preschool handicapped, career/vocational 
development, or one or more areas of major handicapping 
conditions [Senate Bill 1870, Section 56368. Rodda, 1980]. 
Along with professional status, a higher salary status than the 
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classroom teacher has been established in most districts and service 
regions. This increase in salary was deemed appropriate because the 
California Education Code mandates that the program specialist shall be 
a pupil services employee. It is stated in the code that a pupil 
services employee is; 
. an employee of a school district, employed in a position 
requiring a standard designated services credential, health 
and development credential, or a librarian credential, and 
who performs direct services to pupils [California Administra-
tive Code, Section 331SO(e)]. 
In order to meet this demand, many districts and/or service regions 
require additional qualifications such as a master's degree and/or an 
administrative credential. 
A preliminary examination of 15 job descriptions from various 
SELPAs in California indicated, however, that program specialists' 
duties have some variance. Some responsibilities listed on the job 
descriptions closely resembled, or were identical to those of adminis-
trators. For example, Vallejo City Unified School District's job 
description stated th·e program specialist will, "direct and coordinate 
the development of programs for the severely handicapped," and "super-
vise teachers of the severely handicapped to ensure compliance with 
required annual review." The job description for El Dorado County 
stated that the program specialist is "directly responsible for the 
supervision and evaluation of assigned certificated and classified 
staff." Other responsibilities listed on the job descriptions indi-
cated more direct services to teachers and students, such as "model 
teaching" and "weekly consultation to teachers [Kern County]." 
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While there appeared to be differences~ similarities also existed. 
The service of consultation appeared as a responsibility for the pro-
gram specialist on 12 of the 15 pilot job descriptions examined. The 
responsibility of coordination of curricular resources was common, 
also. Therefore, although some of the specific duties differed, there 
was some unity to the role. The role was agreed upon by some counties, 
such as Shasta and Humboldt, which. utilized their program specialists 
primarily as consultants and facilitators. Other service regions, such 
as Placer~Nevada County and Redding,, utilized the program specialists 
as supervisors and program evaluators. 
More recent legislation, S.B, 769 (1981), further clarified the 
program specialist's position by adding that the program specialist 
will: 
(1) Observe, consult with, and assist resource specialists, 
designated instruction and services instructors, and special 
class teachers. 
(2) Plan programs, coordinate curricular resources, and 
evaluate effectiveness of programs for individuals with 
exceptional needs. 
(3) Participate in each school's staff development, program 
development, and innovation of special methods and approaches. 
(4) Provide coordination, consultation and program develop-
ment primarily in one specialized area or areas of his or her 
expertise. 
(5) Be responsible for assuring that pupils have full educational 
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opportunity regardless of the district of residence. 
Current legislation suggested that the program specialist was a 
provider of support services to school personnel as opposed to direct 
service to children. This lack of direct service has produced criti-
cism in legislative hearings and a reluctance to allocate educational 
monies for indirect rather than direct service to children (Senate Bill 
769, Sieroty, hearings August 21-24 , 1981). Other examples of persons 
who provide indirect educational services might be school psycholo-
gists, curriculum coordinators, and staff development administrators. 
During the aforementioned S.B. 769 hearings, the program specialist'·s 
role and functions were considered undefined and unnecessary by some 
legislators. A move to change the wording in the law from "A program 
specialist shall (emphasis added) be provided for every 560 special 
education students" to "A program specialist may (emphasis added) be 
provided" took place. Such a decision would have changed a position 
from mandatory to optional. Because of strong opposition by the 
Council of Exceptional Children (CEC), California Teachers Association 
(CTA), and California Association of Program Specialists (CAPS), the 
wording remained as "shall (emphasis added)." However, the number of 
students requiring one program specialist was changed from 560 to 850, 
thus diffusing the impact of the program specialist. This issue may 
influence the localizing effect of special education, as well as 
inhibiting the clarity of the program specialist's role. 
In 1979, the Stanford Research Institute (SRI) was contracted by 
the California State Department of Education to evaluate the Master 
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Plan. A section of the SRI study dealt with the effectiveness of the 
Master Plan personnel. A second study, also contracted by the State 
Department of Education and done by the University of California, Santa 
Barbara, focused on the role of the program specialist. Both of these 
studies will be discussed in the literature review for the present 
study. 
The SRI evaluation provided data supportive of the program spe-
cialist's role as consultant, coordinator and facilitator. School 
personnel who had the closest contact with program specialists, such as 
principals, special day class teachers, and resource specialists, 
viewed the role as a supportive one to their own function in the Master 
Plan implementation. Several regional directors and district adminis-
trators viewed the program specialist as their only means of assuring 
compliance and on-going communication of the implementation process. 
Along with this evaluative information, the U.C., Santa Barbara 
study provided statistics concerning personal demographics, role demo-
graphics, training and experience, role functioning, job satisfaction, 
and school personnel's perceptions of the program specialist's role. 
Such information, although collected two years ago, was considered 
along with the data collected in this study for defining the functions 
of the program specialist. 
In addition, research collected to evaluate the effectiveness of 
the Individual Educational Program (IEP) in the Master Plan revealed 
considerable frustration with the lack of sufficient personnel to 
facilitate the process of integrating special education students into 
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regular classrooms. This :suggests that teachers and other school per-
sonnel either were not benefiting from the services provided by support 
personnel, such as the program specialist, or they were calling for an 
increase in these services (Zinck et al., 1980). 
The Purpose of the Study 
While information and data now exist which describe various roles 
and functions of the program specialist, a call for unity of role and 
functions, more direct service to students and teachers, and a strong 
justification for the role's existence have developed. Special Educa-
tion Administrators of County Offices (SEACO), CAPS, CEC, CTA and 
proposed legislation (Senate Bill 769 amendments) are addressing these 
issues on their agenda during this year. The California State Depart-
ment of Education has requested SEACO to submit a position paper 
regarding the role of the program specialist by mid-1982 (McGuckin, 
1981). CEC and CTA have actively encouraged CAPS and/or SEACO to elect 
or designate one bargaining unit for all program specialists which 
might help unify the role. There appears to be a general consensus by 
the groups mentioned that if the role and functions gain consistency, 
such clarification may justify the role's inclusion in the special 
education service delivery model. There is also agreement that an 
evaluation of the role's importance would not only assist in clarifi-
cation, but also provide needed information regarding the position's 
impact on the SELPA delivery of service. 
In view of the need for clarity and consensus of role, it was the 
purpose of this study to investigate the role and importance of the 
program specialist's position in California in order to answer the 
following questions: 
(1) What are the primary responsibilities of the program 
specialist in California? 
(2) To what extent do the primary responsibilities of the 
program specialist generate a generalized'role? 
(3) Is the program specialist's role related to differences 
among SELPAs, such as, the variables of: 
(a) SELPA ADA 
(b) Geographic size 
(c) Number of years SELPA has employed program specialists 
(longevity)? 
(4) How important is the program specialist's role to the 
eff_ec_ti"'eness_o_f_the_SELPA' s operation in the areas of: 
(a) Meeting compliance 
(b) Coordination 
(c) Communication 
(d) Effectiveness 
(e) Efficiency 
(f) Expertise 
(g) Support 
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and is this importance related to size (geographic and population) 
and/or program specialist's longevity? 
Objectives 
To answer the questions of this study, the following objectives 
were proposed; 
(1) To isolate the primary responsibilities performed by the 
program specialist and investigate role commonality. 
(2) To identify differences in program specialist roles in 
relation to SELPA size (geographic size/population) and/or the 
number of years program specialists have been employed: 
(3) To determine the importance of the program specialist\s 
role to the SELPA's operation as perceived by its director. 
Limitations of the Study 
9 
This study was directed to a participating program specialist for 
each SELPA and the directors of all 97 california SELPAs. Other school 
personnel were not surveyed in this study because their perceptions 
were reported in previous studies (Campbell, 1981; SRI, 1980). 
Definition of Terms 
Communication - The process of interchanging ideas and information in 
an on-going manner (Good, 1973). 
Compliance - Assuring that all state and federal regulations are 
followed and adhered to pertaining to an appropriate educational 
program in the least restrictive education environment (Title V Regula-
tions for Senate Bill 1870). 
Coordination - The process of unifying the contributions of people, 
materials, and other resources toward the achievement of a recognized 
purpose (Good, 1973). 
Effectiveness - The producing of a desired outcome or power to produce 
desired outcomes (Kelly & Vargason, 1978) . 
Efficiency - The ability to achieve desired results with economy of 
time and effort in relation to the amount of work accomplished (Good, 
1973). 
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Expertise - Having, involving, or displaying special skill or knowledge 
derived from training or experience (Woolf, 1982). 
Individuals With Exceptional Needs (!WENs) - Those individuals who have 
been identified by an individualized education program team as a handi-
capped student as the term is defined in Title 20 of the United States 
Code, 1980 (Senate Bill 1870, Section 56026, Rodda, 1980). 
Job Description - Term used in vocational guidance to describe the 
important characteristics of a job and the worker characteristics 
required for effective job performance (Page & Thomas, 1977) . 
Longevity - The length of time or number of years one has served in a 
specific position. For purposes of this study, longevity will be the 
term used for the number of years the SELPA has employed program 
specialists. 
Primary responsibilities - Those duties, requirements, and/or expecta-
tions assigned to a member of a work organization for the majority of 
his/her day, week, month, etc. (Councel & Clavering, 1977). 
Role - The behavior which is expected of an individual who occupies a 
certain position (status) in the provision of service to others 
(Collins et al., 1973). 
Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA) - The school district(s) 
and/or county offices of education organized within a geographic area 
to coordinate the administration and delivery of special education 
services (Senate Bill 1870, Rodda, 1980). 
Assumptions 
An assumption was made that the best person to evaluate the 
program specialist •·s effect on the SELPA ''s compliance is the SELPA •·s 
director. The director is typically the program specialist ''s super~ 
visor as well as the person having first-hand data and knowledge 
regarding the SELPA's progress in meeting compliances. 
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A second assumption was made that the best person to provide an 
account of what program specialists actually do i>;, a program specialist 
him/herself. Also, most program specialists, although their specific 
expertise may vary, generally follow the same role within a SELPA, 
unless 'job descriptions make a distinct designation. Therefore, a 
participating program specialist from each SELPA could provide the 
data for role consensus. 
Delineation of the Research Problem 
It is obvious from examining maps and ADA figures that the 
California SELPAs ar.e quite diverse in geographic size as well as popu-
lation. Individual reports by program specialists are recorded in a 
Demographic Information Survey (Cook, 1981). Many program specialists 
claimed that "hours behind the wheel [p. 1] , "' indicative of travel time, 
consumed the largest percentage of their rime. Others reported that so 
many individuals or groups requested their time that priority lists 
were essential. Therefore, it is suggested that the variables of 
geographic size and ADA affect the role of the program specialist. 
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As with any position one enters, the first year is often a 
learning experience. With a position as new as the program specialist, 
it is suspected that one functions quite differently in his/her second, 
third, or fourth year than he/she did in his/her first year. In view 
of this supposition, it is suggested that the variable of the number of 
years the program specialist has been employed also affects the role of 
the program specialist. The research problem of this study, determin-
ing the program specialist's importance and developing a consensual 
role, was expanded by investigating the relationship between the role 
and the above--indicated variables. 
Significance of the Study 
Legislation passed in July, 1980, required that by the end of the 
1982-83 school year all California school districts would be in compli-
ance with the Master Plan for special education. Part of this compli-
ance required all districts to be or be part of a SELPA. Each SELPA 
was to hire a program specialist for each 850 certified special 
education students. 
In view of the problems facing special education now and as pre-
dicted, there may be a decrease in federal involvement and a sharp 
decline in state spending which means SELPAs will be attempting to pro-
vide the same or better services to children with a leaner budget. 
Since the largest expenditure in education is for personnel, all 
positions, including the program specialists, will be under close 
scrutiny to determine just what and how many positions are truly needed 
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for appropriate service. 
Three publications, previously mentioned, have indicated a need 
for the program specialist position. The Master Plan clearly supported 
the need by mandating that the position(s) be part of each SELPA''s 
service plan. It was recognized at its inception that in order to 
implement a change in the educational environment for many of Califor-
nia's special education children by following the concept of least 
restrictive environment, support personnel were essential. It was also 
apparent that personnel with advanced training and expertise should be 
utilized in a consultation and facilitation capacity. Thus, the 
program specialist position was defined and implemented. However, in 
view of the literature written just prior to and in the course of 
writing the Master Plan by such experts as Reynolds (1973), Cruickshank 
& Johnson (.1975), and Griffing (1970), it appeared there was more 
clarity and support regarding such a role as program specialist before 
it was implemented than there is now. 
With this ambiguity surrounding the program specialist •·s position, 
future legislation may affect the mandate for the role. Legislators, 
unlike school personnel, appear to know very little about what program 
specialists do, and either they are not familiar with the school"s 
support of this position or they do not agree with that support. What-
ever the viewpoint, the program specialist ''s position is controver-
sial. Research which clarifies the program specialist's role and 
duties and provides an evaluation of the importance of the program 
specialist may enable decision makers to evaluate the importance of 
this position. It is hoped that this study will clarify the program 
specialist's role, responsibilities, and perceived importance from a 
statewide perspective. 
Organization of the Remainder of the Study 
The succeeding chapters of the study are organized as follows: 
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Chapter 2 contains the survey of related literature. It presents 
the historical aspects of special education which are pertinent to the 
evolution of the Master Plan and the program specialist''s position. 
Litigation, legislation, and current research which have influenced 
the program specialist's role are discussed. 
Chapter 3 describes the research methodology employed in this 
study. Also, the procedures for data collection and analysis are 
presented in this section. 
Chapter 4 presents the results of the study, The results are 
-------
stated in both narrative and tabular form. The final chapter, Chapter 
5, is devoted to the interpretation and discussion of the results. 
From these, conclusions are drawn and recommendations for further study 
offered. 
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Chapter 2 
A REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
An investigation of the literature that pertains to and influences 
the program specialist's role will begin with an historical view of the 
prevalent philosophies and significant contributions to the decision-
making process for educational personnel. Such personnel decisions 
have affected teacher specialization and staffing patterns in 
California. One such change involved the emphasis on teacher inservice 
and staff development which resulted in the advent of the program 
specialist position. Therefore, the literature pertaining to special 
education in California prior to the beginnings of this position will 
be reviewed. 
-----'l'he-Ga~-~£el!'nia-Mas~~er-P~a~n-£er-Spee~al-Eduea~tcien-tMas~~er-P~an)1------­
marked the beginning of the program specialist's position. Therefore, 
the Master Plan foundation and prevalent theories along with its 
mandates will be reviewed also. Following the Master Plan discussion, 
current literature concerning the program specialist •·s position will be 
discussed. 
The goals of this study involved; 1) establishing a synthesized 
set of responsibilities for the program specialist which will in turn 
assist in the development of a consensual role, and 2) evaluating the 
importance of the program specialist as perceived bY his/her immediate 
supervisor, the SELPA director. In view of the goals, a section in 
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this chapter will discuss the literature pertinent to a job/role 
description and also personnel evaluation. 
Historical OVerview 
Specially trained personnel have been recommended and even 
required for special education programs since their inception. This 
is indicated in the literature as far back as the early 1900 ''s. 
Grossman (1917), Goodhart (19101, and Mitchell (1916) advocated the 
development of teacher training programs that would 1) prepare all 
teachers in methods that were accommodating to all individuals, and 
2) provide additional and indepth training for teachers desiring to 
teach exceptional children. Mackie, Dunn, & Cain (1959), in a five-
year study of the Qualifications and Preparation of Teachers of Excep-
tional Children, stated their most significant findings as, 
• • the confirmation of the premise that special educators 
wi:Il need-te>Be prepared--wit:ndl.st:inct:i ve-knowledge, sl<ir-r-s, 
and abilities in each area of exceptionality for which they 
carry responsibility [p. 396] . 
More specifically, the study indicated, 
. . . the importance of a wide range of competencies 
including: a) technical knowledge in the specialized area, 
such as a knowledge of relevant medical factors; b) ability 
to develop and adjust the curriculum and to use specialized 
teaching methods [p. 396] . 
The study went on to mention competencies and skills in counseling for 
social, emotional, and vocational development, interpretation of tests 
and reports, and teaming approaches. 
Such emphasis on specialization became paramount in the 1950's 
and 1960's. Education was influenced by a general specialization 
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movement of society. The post-world War II era encouraged specializa-
tion in industry and science which significantly affected business and 
education (Cruickshank & Johnson, 1975). In view of this emphasis, the 
refinement of special education might be viewed as a derivative of the 
education specialization movement just as with many of the other areas 
of specialty that evolved, such as mathematics and/or reading. 
Schools nationwide were implementing reading laboratories and math 
clinics. Music and the arts were considered specialities, and schools 
were hiring specialists in these areas to offer regular and/or 
itinerant services. Teacher training programs expanded to offer 
specialist credentialing programs in place of elective courses. And 
teacher trainers and specialists began to "infiltrate" the administra..,.. 
tive and middle management ranks of education as consultants, inser-
vice educators, staff and program developers, curriculum coordinators, 
and/or supervisors. Other synonymous names are enumerated in the 
literature, such as resource coordinator, instructional and/or 
educational specialist, and diagnostician all indicative of the 
increase in specialization (Cruickshank & Johnson, 1975; Lerner, 1971; 
Goldberg, 1957) • 
Some authorities have reported negatively the effects of the 
specialization movements (Bassler, 1967; Instructor Opinion Poll, 
1968) suggesting inconsistencies and inefficiencies resulting in 
partially-educated children. Bassler (1967), for example, claimed 
the "partiality" is a result of a "splinter skill process" which 
might be like a "cram" course in college. Cawelti's study (1967) of 
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innovative practices in high school in the North Central Association 
Accrediting Region of the United States showed a strong "bandwagon 
effect [p. ]8]." That is 1 there was much haphazard adoption of new 
programs, particularly by larger, suburban,. high~expenditure school 
districts. Such practices caused an imbalance in staffing which was 
reported in a number of states in the post-Sputnik era of new mathe-
matics, physics, foreign languages, and advanced placement programs 
(Harris, Mcintyre, Littleton, & Long, 1979). Gearheart (1972) felt 
that others have acclaimed the era and its penetration of society as an 
emergence from pseudo-illiteracy. He explained pseudo-illiteracy as 
the state of being partially educated. Furthermore, individuality was 
proclaimed as the foremost concept for consideration in educational 
planning and methodology, and thereby created a different outlook on 
human potential (Reynolds, 1978). Consequently, special education 
expanded rapidly with a view of increased hope that all children might 
realize their potential. 
The teaching profession, like many other professions, may reflect 
the general state of the economy in its employment patterns. In times 
of high unemployment, an over-abundance of teachers has prevailed. 
During the depression of the 1930's, it was estimated that 40 percent 
of the teachers with appropriate credentials were unemployed (Harris 
et al., 1979). In the 1970's, with declining enrollment, the percent-
age was as<. high as 30 percent in New York and 26 percent in California 
(Gordon, 1967). In spite of the abundance of regular education 
teachers, the number of special education teachers has never been 
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plentiful (Wilson, 1956). During the depression of the 1930's, all 
teachers with special education training were reported as employed and 
large school districts, such as New York City, Washington, D.c., Los 
Angeles, and Chicago, advertised regularly for teachers with special 
education training (Meisgeier, 1970). Cruickshank and Johnson (1975) 
reported that, if a teacher so desired to work, one course in special 
education could qualify him/her for a special education position. This 
limited supply of special educators remained a problem through the 
1950's for more progressive areas and large cities and has continued to 
be a problem up to the present in most rural areas. 
Along with the limited supply of special education teachers came 
an insufficient supply of supervisory and support personnel familiar 
with special education needs. It was reported that approximately 75 
percent of all special education directors had a standard administra-
tion credential which required no course work in special education at 
the time it was issued (Mackie and Engel, 1955; Knezevich, 1975). 
Today, 36 of the 50 states require one or more courses in the area of 
special education for their administrative credential; and most school 
systems provide inservice and/or increment credit for their administra-
tors in the area of special education (Reynolds, 1978). Reynolds 
reported that most experts seemed to agree that as the demands for more 
trained personnel increased, colleges and universities could not begin 
to meet the needs. Just as there was a shortage of special education 
teachers, there was also a shortage of adequately-prepared college 
personnel to staff the growing number of special education preservice 
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programs (1973) . The majority of the personnel instructing in the 
college special education programs came with diverse backgrounds and 
expertise. This could also be said of state and local administrators 
of special education. Therefore, the availability of competent leader-
ship which had both graduate academic preparation and experience in 
special education has been limited and still remains a problem 
(Cruickshank & Johnson, 1975). 
The preparation of teachers remains the responsibility of higher 
education; however, it is also recognized that teacher education does 
not stop after graduation. Teachers have been encouraged and even 
paid to continue taking classes in efforts to keep up with the innova-
tions and variations in methodology and curriculum. With the rapidly-
changing field of special education and the increased emphasis on 
individual needs (Public Law 94-142, 1975), the responsibility for 
-----·-·---
teacher inservice education became a local responsibility mandated by 
the Federal Government. P.L. 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped 
Children's Act, provided monies for state and local school districts 
to provide inservice training. Once again, professionals with the 
expertise in special education and ability to provide on-going inser~ 
vice training for teachers were scarce (Meyen, 1978). 
By definition, any child requiring special education also requires 
the services of specially-trained personnel (Jordan, 1962). Prior to 
P.L. 94-142, the quality and the scope of help that a child received 
depended on the nature and circumstances of his disability, and the 
facilities of the school and community in which he resided, all of 
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which were determined at the local level. Federal and state involve-
ment began in the 1960's as a result of parent activism and litigation 
(Blackhurst & Berdine, 1981). 
An increasing body of case law has resulted in a significant 
change in the way in which the educational system relates to excep-
tional children. Burrello, DeYoung, and Lange (1974) viewed the liti-
gation in special education as "a major external force which is caus-
ing the realignment of relationships between professionals and parents 
in the social system of the school [p. 4] ." Specifically, the issues 
of categorization, testing, labeling, placement and the right to edu-
cation have been challenged in 40 significant cases between 1967 and 
1973 (Burrello et al., 1974). 
The question of the right of handicapped students to a free, pub-
lic education has received substantial attention in the professional 
literature and the popular press. Two well-publicized court cases, 
the Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Citizens v. the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania (1970) and Mills v. Board of Education of the District 
of Columbia (1972), in addition to cases filed in more than 20 other 
states, have exerted a significant impact on forcing states to enact 
mandatory education. Consequently, an examination of the issues and 
cases presented supports the contention that litigation has functioned 
as a key factor in facilitating educational policy change regarding 
exceptional children (Turnbull & Schulz, 1977). 
Legislation as far back as 1963 was concerned with the training of 
teachers for exceptional children. Title III of Public Law 88-164 
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related to the training of teachers of mentally retarded and other 
handicapped children, and also provided for research and demonstration 
projects in the education of handicapped children CGeer, Connor, & 
Blackman, 1965). The authorization for teacher training was as 
follows; 
There are authorized to be appropriated for carrying 
out this Act $11,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30 1 
1964; $14 1 500,000 for the fiscal year ending J\lne 30,, 1965; and 
$19,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966 [p. 68]. 
One provision authorized the Commissioner of Education to make 
grants to public or other nonprofit institutions of higher learning to 
assist them in providing training of professional personnel to conduct 
training of the teachers in fields related to the education of handi-
capped children. He/she could make grants to these institutions to 
assist them in providing professional or advanced training for 
personne-1-engaged-±n-or-prepar±ng·-to-engage-±n-emproyment-as-tea-chers------
of handicapped children, as supervisors of such teachers, as speech 
correctionists, as other specialists providing special services for the 
education of such children, or engaged or preparing to engage in 
research in fields related to education of such children. The Commis-
sioner of Education was also authorized to make grants to State educa-
tional agencies to assist them in establishing and maintaining 
fellowships or traineeships for training personnel engaged or preparing 
to engage in employment as teachers of handicapped children or as 
supervisors of such teachers (Geer et al., 1965). 
For most departments of special education, P.L. 88-204, the Higher 
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Education Facilities Act of 1963, provided a more integrated mechanism 
for receiving support for instructional and research facilities in all 
areas of handicapped education at the graduate level with regulations 
and appropriations defined. Federal laws passed or extended by the 
88th Congress enhanced all types of programs for handicapped children. 
While some of the laws were not specifically written for exceptional 
children, they offered opportunities which special educators explored 
with a view toward utilizing all possible legislative benefits for 
handicapped children. It was particularly emphasized that special 
educators in colleges and universities and in state departments of 
education plan cooperatively and fully for the best use of training 
funds under P.L. 88~164. 
The organizations and programs which followed P.L. 88-204 
reflected an even greater emphasis on training of specialized person-
--------------------------------------------------------------------
nel. The Bureau of Education for the Handicapped was created to help, 
via consultation and funding, state colleges, universities and other 
organizations meet the educational needs of the nation's handicapped 
children who require special services. The term "handicapped" in this 
federal legislation referred to mentally retarded, hard of hearing, 
deaf, speech impaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotionally 
disturbed, crippled or other health impaired children. This group of 
children made up approximately 10 percent of the nation's school age 
population, or over 5,000,000 children (Martin, 1969). 
The basic role of the Bureau was to serve as a catalyst for 
support activities designed to renew and revitalize education for the 
handicapped. This was done through the support of teacher training 
and through cooperative work with universities and state education 
departments to improve the quality of that training by offering 
"special projects" for developing new training models [Martin, 1969 1 
p. 38] . 
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Created by the U.S. Commissioner of Education in January, 1967, 
based on a mandate from the Congress, the Bureau became operational 
with three basic divisions: Research, Training Programs, and Educa-
tional Services. One of the Bureau's key projects was the development 
of a network of Instructional Material Centers throughout the nation 
for teachers of the handicapped. More than 140 satellite material 
centers were developed from the 14 regional centers first established 
by the Bureau. The Bureau of Research also developed prototypes of 
Regional Resource Centers which were designed to assist teachers in 
the diagnosis and programming of education for children with especially 
difficult handicaps. 
In addition to programs administered directly in the Bureau, there 
were other programs under which cooperative arrangements were made that 
were of great interest to those concerned with the handicapped. For 
example, an agreement was reached with the Bureau of Educational 
Personnel Development that 15 percent of their training funds were to 
be spent on the handicapped, particularly in helping regular educa-
tional personnel learn about the handicapped and in training profes-
sional aides. 
The Bureau itself was empowered by Congress and the Executive 
Branch in the last decade to administer a wide variety of authorities 
some of which included; 
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1. P.L. 90-170 ~- which extended support for undergraduate and 
graduate training programs to over 260 colleges and universities, 
to provide qualified personnel to work with handicapped children. 
2. Extension of media services and captioned films that provided 
special instructional materials to the classroom teacher or 
therapist. 
3. Regional Resource Centers that provided consultant help and 
the latest methods and materials to the child and special educa-
tional teacher. 
The mission of the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped was to 
increase federal support for these and other programs. Behind the 
desire to boost federal support, however, was the assumption that it 
was to provide primarily catalytic and model value. However, its most 
meaningful benefit was to provide a nucleus around which expanded state 
and local contributions were developed to provide increased and better 
services for handicapped children (Martin, 1969}. 
Special Education in California 
Prior to the Master Plan 
California has long been a pioneer in the development of programs 
designed to meet the needs of the handicapped. This interest in 
special education dates back to the year 1860, when the California 
Institute for the Deaf and Dumb and the Blind was established in San 
Francisco. Additional funds were appropriated by the Legislature in 
1865 for buildings, and a school was established in Berkeley in 1867 
(Griffing, 1970) . 
In 1897 the City of Los Angeles established special classes in 
the public school program by opening a public day class for deaf 
children. This date marked the beginning of public school provisions 
for the handicapped child (Cruickshank & Johnson, 1975). 
Other significant events in California occurred in the following 
years: 
1907 - Legislation authorized school districts to establish a 
visual system of instruction for deaf pupils ages three to 21. 
1916 - San Francisco established a speech correction program in 
public schools. 
1921 - Most school districts established classes for mentally 
_______ .r_ectar_ded_childr_en. ___ _ 
1926 - Hearing screening programs were initiated. 
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1927 - The California Legislature enacted laws allowing reimburse-
ment to school districts for excess costs in the education of the 
handicapped (Griffing, 1970). 
By 1940 the Education Code contained authorization for the estab-
lishment of special education programs for almost all types of 
physically handicapped children. The efforts of parents, teachers, 
agencies, and interested citizens brought programs for handicapped 
children into existence in many communities throughout the state. The 
need for leadership at the state level led to the establishment of the 
Bureau of Special Education in the California State Department of 
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Education in 1947. In 1957 the Bureau was transferred to the Division 
of Special Schools and Services. That Division had responsibility for 
the administration and supervision of the state residential schools 
for the deaf, blind, and neurologically handicapped. In 1961 the 
programs of special education in the public schools had increased in 
number to the point where additional bureaus became necessary. To meet 
this need, the Bureau for Physically Exceptional Children and the 
Bureau for Mentally Exceptional Children were created to serve programs 
for physically handicapped, mentally retarded, educationally handi-
capped, and gifted minors. With the growth of federal programs, a 
third bureau came into existence, known as the Bureau for Educational 
Improvement for Handicapped Children. In 1969 the title of the 
Division of Special Schools and Services was changed to Division of 
Special Education. 
Educational services for the handicapped just prior to Califor-
nia's Master Plan followed the philosophy that schools must maintain 
educational programs of sufficient scope, quality, and flexibility to 
meet the unique needs and special abilities of all exceptional chil-
dren. The State of California provided varied programs under the 
general direction of the Division of Special Education in the State 
Department of Education which are designed to assist the exceptional 
child in attaining the skills, attitudes, understanding, and behavior 
patterns necessary for him to function and participate in society to 
the extent his/her capacity would allow. Charles Watson, Associate 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, and Chief, Division of Special 
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Education, as cited in Griffing (_1970), defined the "exceptional child" 
as 
.•• one who diverges intellectually, physically, socially, 
or emotionally from what is considered normal growth and 
development so that he requires a special class or supple-
mentary instruction and services in order to function and 
learn [p. v. l . 
Griffing (1970) reported further that a real problem in securing 
appropriate programs for handicapped minors existed. Keen competition 
was seen among numerous interested groups to initiate, expand, and 
improve programs for various public priorities. These programs 
included national defense, crime prevention, riot control, poverty 
reduction, unemployment, job training, pollution control, health 
improvement, and education. 
Even within education urgent pressures existed for setting 
priorities. Areas of education included funding higher education, 
providing specialized education in the ghettos, schooling for minori-
ties, meeting the needs of bilingual children, tailoring curriculum for 
the gifted and the talented, and expanding education for the handi-
capped. In spite of the increased effort in recent decades, fewer than 
60 percent of California's exceptional minor population were enrolled 
in special education programs. The State appeared to be in a giant 
struggle to house, equip, supply, and staff the public schools to 
accommodate an increasing enrollment of non-handicapped minors. There-
fore, educational programs for handicapped minors had to compete for 
funding and improvements along with all the other areas of regular 
education. Nevertheless, education for the handicapped did appear to 
have some positive organizational influence with the development of 
the Bureau for Educational Improvement for Handicapped Children. 
The Bureau for Educational Improvement for Handicapped Children 
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The Bureau for Educational Improvement for Handicapped Children 
administered Title VI-A (Public Law 89-750, Part A, Assistance to 
States for Education of Handicapped Children) of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, as amended, as well as other 
federal aid programs for handicapped children. For example, the Bureau 
provided administrative, advisory, consultative, and supervisory 
services to the State Department of Education, county superintendents 
of schools, and school districts to assist these agencies to initiate, 
expand, and improve special education and related services to handi-
capped children at the preschool, elementary, and high school levels. 
The California State Plan to institute the regulations of Title 
VI, ESEA (1967) identified five major areas of priority to focus on for 
improvement of services to handicapped children. They were: 
1. Development of a statewide master plan for special education; 
2. Strengthening of intermediate levels of operation in curricu-
lum development and program evaluation; 
3. Development of quality leadership for implementing and super-
vising programs; 
4. Support of specific local programs which demonstrate a poten-
tial to influence statewide improvement of educational 
programs for the handicapped; 
5. Demonstration and promotion of pioneering and experimental 
programs and projects. 
The Bureau administered two programs for the training of profes-
sional personnel in the education of handicapped children. Programs 
were categorized and described in terms of the source of funding, 
i.e., federal or state. It appeared that there were many sources for 
funding teacher preparation programs under the Bureau. Some of the 
more important programs are mentioned below. 
P.L. 90-35 (Education Professions Development Act) 
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The Division of Special Education worked cooperatively with the 
Division of Compensatory Education on those aspects of the Education 
Professions Development Act that involved special education personnel. 
Part B-1 of the Education Professions Development Act (Title V of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended) was the Teacher Corps 
program. The Bureau of Professional Development, a Division of Campen-
satory Education, was given reviewing and recommending responsibili-
ties. Part B-2 of the Education Professions Development Act enabled 
school districts to submit projects concerned with the recruitment of 
and qualifying process for teachers. 
Part B of the Education Professions Development Act included a 
requirement for a State plan. The California State plan, found in 
Article 3.5, and 3.6 of the Education Code, provided inservice training 
for teachers, teacher trainees, aides 1 and other school personnel 
(Griffing, 1970). 
P.L. 85-296, as amended (Grants for Teaching 
in the Education of Handicapped Children) 
This law provided grants to improve and expand the nation's 
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resources for educating handicapped children. The funds were used to 
prepare teachers and other professional personnel in special education 
for the handicapped. Two types of grants were available for full-time 
study during the academic year: traineeships, available for juniors 
and seniors; and fellowships, available for graduate study. 
Special study institutes were also sponsored by the State Depart-
ment of Education. These were short term (three to five days) inser-
vice training programs. From 800 to.l,OOO California teachers took 
part in the programs each year. 
Section 6875 Grants and Section 6790 Loans 
A State of California grant program was referred to as "6875 
grants," as indicated in the Education Code, Sections 6875-6878. It 
was available to special education teachers who were assigned to teach 
in educationally handicapped_prog~r~am~s~·-----------------------------------------------
In view of the legislation prior to the Master Plan, it appeared 
that it was recognized, at least at the State level, that emphasis and 
incentive toward staff development in the area of special education was 
needed. As a result, many college programs across the State showed an 
increase in their appropriations for special education programs (Duffy, 
1971). 
The California Master Plan for 
Special Education 
The State Board of Education adopted the California Master Plan 
for Special Education in January 1974. The Legislature passed enabling 
legislation in September 1974. Actual implementation of the Master 
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Plan programs did not start until September 1975 since enabling legis-
lation was passed after the 1974 school year had commenced. 
During the 1979-80 school year, the Master Plan operated in nearly 
25 areas in the State. Approximately 25 percent of California •·s handi-
capped students were served by Master Plan programs, while 75 percent 
were enrolled in categorical programs. California has maintained two 
separate and different special education delivery systems since 1975, 
(.1) categorical programs, and (2) Master Plan. Both systems provide 
services to handicapped students and their families. Both categorical 
and Master Plan programs are required to meet the standards set forth 
in P.L. 94-142 and its accompanying regulations. CUrrent plans call 
for replacing the categorical programs by 1981.,-82 (Keefe, Larson, & 
Peterson, 1979) • 
The Master Plan which is basically a statement of prophetic and 
intended public policy, was generated from federal and state laws to 
assure that: 
1. All handicapped children receive a free and appropriate public 
education program, 
2. Parents of exceptional students are full and equal partners in 
all referral, assessment, enrollment procedures and decisions. 
3. Certain procedural safeguards are followed in all special 
education programs, 
4. Individualized education programs are developed and imple-
mented for each individual with exceptional needs [Keefe 
et al., p. 10]. 
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Master Plan provided a mechanism by which persons working together 
as a team provide a free and appropriate public school program for all 
exceptional individuals. By requiring parental participation and 
approval of program recommendations and decisions, the Master Plan has 
assigned greater opportunities and responsibilities to parents than 
previously existed. Thus, school staff members were given new respon-
sibilities to work with parents and professional colleagues. This 
assures that special education placements will not be made through an 
individual or unilateral decision. Those who fail to adhere to this 
principle can expect to meet the reality of parent-initiated due 
process procedures (Barbacovi, 1977). 
Among administrators and board members in districts and counties 
which have implemented Master Plan, there is agreement that the Master 
Plan provided an improved program delivery system (Keefe et al. 1979). 
No longer must students meet the often-inflexible requirements of the 
categorical programs. 
Master Plan further required the development of a local Comprehen-
sive Plan for Special Education. Developing a local plan is a long and 
thorough process. The plan identified the programs that are to be 
operated, the locating of these programs, the personnel needed, and 
the manner in which the programs are to be managed and evaluated. 
Districts and county offices under categorical special education 
programs are to serve an average of five to seven percent of the K-12 
enrollment. In Master Plan areas, approximately 10 percent of the K-12 
students are to receive one or more special education services. 
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Master Plan implementers have successfully increased special edu-
cation enrollment by providing added inducements of relatively 
inexpensive services while at the same time reducing the number 
of high cost special day classes (Keefe et al., p. 11]. 
The resource specialist program is perhaps the most visible and 
notable of the Master Plan programs. Under the Master Plan each 
regular school is to be provided with at least a part-time on-campus 
specialist who coordinates referrals, schedules eligibility and place-
ment meetings, conducts educational assessments, and provides direct 
instruction. Resource specialists are also to assist regular classroom 
teachers by providing instructional materials, assist with supplemental 
teaching in the regular classroom and/or meet with a small group of 
exceptional individuals on a pull-out basis. This program. was designed 
to be highly visible to parents and other school personnel (Meyen, 
1978) . 
Services, such as those provided by the program specialist, speech 
therapy, physical and occupational therapy, adaptive physical educa-
tion, home and hospital instruction, and other designated instruction 
and services are available under Master Plan. Often a student requires 
only individual and small group instruction, and need not be removed from 
the regular program. This then requires that the regular classroom 
teacher make modifications within the regular classroom. Under the 
categorical special education program, consultation and resources for 
the regular classroom teacher were not available (Reynolds, 1973). 
Traditional labeling, such as Educationally Handicapped (EH) and 
Educable Mentally Retarded (EMR) 1 is not necessary under Master Plan: 
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however, for accounting purposes, students are to be reported in the 
following categories; (1)_ Communicatively Handicapped'; C2) Physically 
Handicapped; (3) Severely Handicapped; and (_4) Learning Handicapped. 
Keefe (1979) explained that the 
• • • local Comprehensive Plan required by Master Plan is 
a document which identifies those services and programs that 
will be provided in the geographic area served by the plan. 
The local plan identifies who does what, when they do it, and 
where it will be done {p. 121] . 
Districts that participate in a Comprehensive Plan avoid duplication 
of low incidence-high cost programs without the added complications of 
interdistrict agreements and contracts. Program and service accounta-
bility is increased because the Comprehensive Plan states which 
responsibilities for program operations are to be assigned to each 
participating district and county office. It is more probable that a 
full range of special education programs and services can be offered. 
In short, no longer need district staff say to an anguished parent, 
"We don't have a program." Rather, the district staff may respond, "We 
have an appropriate program available for your child through our 
Comprehensive Plan." 
Another operation that is coordinated among the participating 
local educational agencies is staff development and inservice programs. 
Smaller districts could benefit because they could offer staff develop-
ment services with the assurance that their programs would be equal to 
the special education offerings in neighboring districts. 
Prescribed in P.L. 94-142 is a comprehensive system for personnel 
development that consists of three components: inservice training, a 
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personnel development plan, and dissemination, In order to implement 
this comprehensive system, specific criteria are to be required. Those 
criteria include: (a) a needs assessment; (b) innovative and experi-
mental· training programs; (c) resource utilization; (d) a plan of 
action; and (e) evaluation. 
Warnat (.1978) felt that the implementation of P.L. 94-142 would be 
a monumental task. For example, inservice training programs were to 
be provided for all personnel who were involved in an education-related 
capacity with the education of. handicapped children. Furthermore, 
inservice training should focus specifically on training other than 
that which leads to a degree. 
Warnat (1978) went on to suggest that the populations in need of 
training include school administrators both regular classroom and 
special education teachers, paraprofessionals (teacher aides and 
---------- -------------
volunteers), specialists, and parents and parent surrogates. Other 
authorities (Meyen, 1968; Mackie et al., 1959) felt that special educa-
tors and specialists may have adequate preparation in the basics of 
exceptionality; however, a basic and critical training need for the 
remaining population is: l) general orientation to the exceptional 
child and his or her educational needs 1 and 2) an awareness of the 
implications of the legal procedures, as well as to prepare them to 
facilitate the most appropriate placement and education environment 
for the handicapped child. 
In efforts to meet these needs, California invested approximately 
five million dollars in the establishment and maintenance of the 
Special Education Resource Network (.SERN) 1 a staff and program in~, 
service organization that offers no-cost inservice and consultation 
37 
to schools. A network concept exists because of the use of diversified 
resources across the State. SERN is staffed by personnel with experi-
ence and expertise in special education as well as competence in the 
areas of training and communications. It has a staff of 140 who offer 
service to over 2,000 school districts and 97 service regions. With 
such a large number of districts to serve, SERN'·s thrust has been to 
focus on major needs and train local personnel as trainers who go back 
to their local level and provide inservice. SERN's worth is consid-
ered valuable by the schools and service regions; furthermore, research 
supports the philosophy that staff development is more effective from 
the "inside" (Falik & Sichel, 1972). "Inside [p. 190]" refers to 
inservice given by personnel employed within the district who supposed-
ly are familiar with the district's needs. SERN's on-going consulta-
tion and inservicing done at the schools appear to have the greatest 
effect on staff development and program improvement. 
The concept of a consulting teacher in special education is not 
new, and roles of consulting teachers are somewhat similar to roles of 
resource teachers (Dunn, 1963; Meyen, 1968). However, the roles differ 
in that the consulting teachers have no direct classroom responsibili-
ties. That is, they do not bring a handicapped child into their class-
rooms for diagnosis and educational programming and then return him/her 
to his/her original classroom with diagnosis and appropriate techniques 
and materials to assist the child's original teacher. Diagnosis and 
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remediation procedures are undertaken by the child ''S teacher in his/her 
own classroom. In short, the consulting teacher assists the teacher in 
the diagnosis and remedial procedures. With this idea in mind, the 
Master Plan addressed the need for on-going consultation and in-house 
inservice by creating the program specialist's position. 
The Program Specialist •·s Position in the California 
Master Plan for Special Education 
Along with the Resource Specialist Program and SERN, the Califor-
nia Master Plan mandated another position, the program specialist, 
which was designed to meet the call for staff and program development 
and in-house inservice, as well as a number of other areas of service. 
The pos±tion is defined as a pupil personnel employee with general 
responsibilities which have been previously listed in Chapter 1. 
Research available on the program specialist is quite limited com-
pared to other mandated positions, such as the Resource Specialist 
(Reynolds, 1973; Meyen, 1968; Cruickshank & Johnson, 1975) or Special 
Education Administrator (Dunn, 1968; Turnbull, 1977). Smith (1980) 
reported that early in 1977, the directors of the 10 funded Responsible 
Local Agencies (RLAs, now called SELPAs) decided that there was a need 
for a more specific definition of the role and function of a program 
specialist. Each RLA had implemented the position in compliance with 
A.B. 4040, but among the 10 RLAs the implemented roles were not simi-
lar. The directors selected one program specialist to be chairperson 
of a role clarification group composed of one representative program 
specialist from each RLA. Therefore, one joint committee served all of 
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the RLAs. 
The roles clarification group met four times. It was agreed that 
the final product of the group would be a written document. This 
document was presented to the program specialists at the California 
Association for Program Specialists CCAPS) Conference in June 1 1977·. 
The role, function, training, and experience were delineated in a 
five-page report which SELPAs were encouraged to use in composing their 
own job description for the program specialist. 
At the April, 1979, meeting of CAPS, Sue Grossman, President, 
presented a paper, Role and Function; A Time Study. The study was 
statewide and showed the major categories of the program specialist •·s 
job which were divided by allocation of time spent. Findings from the 
survey of 37 respondents gave demographic information showing the mean 
response for the items shown in Table 2.1. The information stated 
that approximately 44 special day classes, resource specialists 
programs, schools, and/or districts were served weekly by program 
specialists. Other statistics provided information about the average 
number of students served indirectly (425.5), number of hours (8+) and 
days (193.4) worked, and salary C$105.33/day). Further interpretation 
stated that program specialists spent 66 percent of their time 
providing direct service to either students or teaching staff 
(Grossman, 1979). 
Table 2,1 
Survey of Program Specialist Demographics 
n = 37 
No. of Special Day Classes 
served 
No. of Resource Specialists 
Served 
No. of Schools served 
No. of Districts Served 
________ No~._of_Miles_D~ri'l'en,(Month 
No. of Special Education 
Students Served 
No. of Days worked/Year 
No. of aours worked/Day 
Salary/Year 
Salary /D.ay 
X = mean 
(Grossman, 1979) 
11.4 
9.6 
18.0 
5.0 
685_. 5 
425.2 
193.4 
8+ 
$20,256.51 
$ 105.33 
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The program specialist's position was evaluated officially by the 
State Department of Education via the Independent Evaluation of the 
California Master Plan for Special Education, completed by The Stanford 
Research Institute (SRI) in 1980. The purpose of the investigation was 
to determine how special education programs were being implemented in 
districts, RLAs, and counties. Most of the information presented was 
based on findings from questionnaires sent to more than 6,000 special 
education and regular education teachers and to more than 3,000 parents 
of students who were receiving special education services during the 
1978-79 school year. All the Master Plan (MP) areas implementing the 
program during the 1978-79 school year were included in the sample 
(17 RLAs), as was a sample of eight nonparticipating service regions 
that were selected for their similarity to the RLAs already in the 
Master Plan. The characteristics used to match the non-Master Plan 
(NMP) group with the MP group were: size of the student population, 
region of the state, total dollars spent per student, and the urban-
rural nature of the district. Findings were presented for the follow-
ing four major topic areas: personnel preparation, assessment and 
placement, program services and effects, and parent knowledge, partici-
pation, and satisfaction. 
The areas of personnel preparation and program services are of 
particular importance to this study, because these areas appear to be 
major responsibilities assigned to program specialists. These reports 
are displayed in Appendices F and G. This information provides current 
research and the first formal evaluation of the program specialist. 
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SRI stated that a conflict existed over the role of the program 
specialist. It was reported that the program specialist performed an 
administrative function of program coordination across the entire 
special education area; the program specialist worked with the resource 
specialist but had no direct role in working with students. At the 
elementary level, 29 to 38 percent of the Master Plan teachers reported 
they had used the program specialist, whereas 30 to 42 percent indi-
cated that the program specialist was not needed. The use decreased at 
the secondary level, and the indication that the program specialist for 
the secondary level was not needed increased. During the site visits 
to one RLA, SRI found directly opposite views from administrators. 
Some favored the position and others fe'lt it was not needed. 
The RLA director of an urban/suburban Master Plan II area (that 
implemented Master Plan in 1976-77) stated that program specialist 
management-positions-,-w±th-l:imited--supervisory-respons±bi-Hot±es-,-were------
good; they provided support services and improved the staff and line 
functions of the administrative model. In a suburban unit, however, 
opinions conflicted about whether more program specialists were needed 
and whether any were needed at all, Respondents in other areas 
reported problems with program specialists. District special education 
personnel in a county unit believed that county program specialists 
were unnecessary because they duplicated district resources. In 
another suburban unit, both the county and district employed program 
specialists, which caused confusion and duplicated services. 
The assistant superintendent in a rural area reported that program 
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specialists had become junior administrators. Instead of providing 
support services to school personnel, they spent most of their time 
performing administrative functions at the county administrative level, 
such as budgeting, classified personnel supervision, and transporta-
tion. A district superintendent in that area also questioned whether 
program specialists served students or "pushed papers [Stanford 
Research Institute, 1980, p. 124] ." 
Respondents in Non-Master Plan areas also commented on the role 
and benefits or necessity of the program specialist. In an urban/ 
suburban area, the program coordinators were scheduled to become pro-
gram specialists under Master Plan. The program coordinators did not 
want these to be teaching positions because that would be a demotion 
from their administrative positions. The county special education 
director of a suburban unit hypothesized that program specialists and 
resource specialists would have problems in defining the intent of 
their roles and the types of support services each should provide to 
teachers. Respondents in the Non-Master Plan areas also stated that 
filling vacancies with qualified people, especially competent teachers 
who also met the credential requirements, would be difficult. This 
might have involved the release of some of the Non-Master Plan areas' 
teachers who may have not had the requirements. The hiring practices 
in one urban/suburban area reportedly precluded the firing of personnel 
who would not be able to fill the new Master Plan roles adequately 
(Stanford Research Institute, 1980}. Because of these problems, the 
role and function of the program specialist were an issue that SRI 
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planned to explore in greater depth during the 1980-81 evaluation. 
In addition to the SRI study, the University of California, Santa 
Barbara conducted a study supported by a grant from the California Of-
fice of Special Education. This investigation was designed in part to 
generate information to clarify actual functioning of the program 
specialist compared to intended roles described in the law. 
Although the final report is not yet available, a summary of the 
major findings has been released (Campbell, 1981). The study intended 
to identify the role requirements for program specialists as described 
in Education Code Sections 56333 and other existing analyses (e.g., 
Personnel Development Committee report on program specialists, Auditor 
General's Office report on financing and administering programs for 
special education, and California State Department of Education review 
of special education) • These requirements for functioning were 
analyzed in six areas necessary for delivery of services to individuals 
with exceptional needs (referral, assessment, planning, placement, 
instruction, and review) • The study proposed to translate these 
requirements into idealized roles for functioning in terms of direct 
and indirect (support) services to other professionals, parents, and 
children. 
Findings reported by Campbell which have relevance to this study 
are reported as follows; 
Role Demographics 
Nearly half of the program specialists have no supervisory re-
sponsibility. Of those who do supervise others, the largest 
percentage report responsibility for special class teachers 
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(29 percent) , resource specialists (.26 percent) and instructional 
aides (20 percent) . 
OVer half (52 percent) of the program specialists work more than 
40 hours/per week on the job. 
Nearly half (43 percent) of the program specialists work on a 
teaching salary schedule, with 38 percent on an administrative 
salary schedule. None of the specialists makes less than 
$15,000 per year; 45 percent are in the $25,ooo~3o,ooo salary 
range. 
Training and Experience 
Program specialists hold a variety of regular and special educa-
tion credentials including: elementary credential (37 percent), 
secondary (13 percent) , administration/supervision (33 percent) , 
Pupil Personnel Services (10 percent), Learning Handicapped (37 
percent), Communicatively Handicapped (5 percent), Severely 
Handicapped (14 percent) 1 Physically Handicapped (2 percent). 
OVer a third of the program specialists (39 percent) hold a 
master's degree; five percent have a doctorate. 
Nearly half (49 percent) of the specialists have experience as a 
special education teacher, 21 percent have taught in regular 
education programs. 
-------------rn-gerrera-1-,-program-sp-e-cta-l:tsts_f_e_e_l-th-ey -have-received-e-ither-----
formal training or job related experience which provided them 
with the skills they need for their job. 
Role Functioning 
Nearly half (43 percent) of the program specialists believe they 
have major responsibility for the overall management of a 
student's case from referral through placement and review of 
progress. 
While more than half (55 percent) of the specialists have major 
responsibility for coordination, consultation, and/or program 
development in the LH area, many fewer have major responsibility 
for CH (19 percent), PH (10 percent), and SH (18 percent) 
programs, About half have at least ~responsibility in 
career-vocational (53 percent) and pre-school handicapped (44 
percent) areas. 
A majority of program specialists report having daily contact 
with handicapped students (53 percent) 1 and special class teachers 
(67 percent). About half have daily contact with resource 
specialists (49 percent) and special education administrators 
(42 percent) • 
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Very few specialists work with handicapped students either one at 
a time (1 percent) or insmall groups (2 percent). 
Program specialists have contact with an average of 31 handicapped 
students, six resource specialists 1. seven parents 1 six Designated 
Instructional Service instructors, five principals, four regular 
teachers, six school psychologists, and eight special class 
teachers during a typical week. 
OVer the course of the school year, program specialists spend 
most of their time in placement, student review, instructional 
planning and staff development activities. About half spend less 
than 5 percent of their time on assessment or program develop-
ment, or on program review. Thirty-one percent spend no time 
in instruction; 41 percent spend no time in research. 
Ninety percent of program specialists engage in developing IEPs 
1-2 days per week. 
Routine activities such as completing forms, writing reports, 
travel and telephone communications occur very frequently as part 
of program specialists' work. 
OVer half of the program specialists feel they should be spending 
more-time-±n-on-go±ng-consurtat±on-w'ioioh-ceaehe:~Cs-(-56--J?e:roeen·t-)-,-in.-----­
modifying regular education programs for ineligible students 
(15 percent), in working with other personnel to develop and 
implement programs (71 percent) 1 and in research activities (51 
percent). 
Program specialists view their role and responsibilities as 
distinctly different from most other personnel. School psycholo-
gists and special education administrators are the individuals 
with whom there is the most perceived overlap, and with whom 
program specialists perceive role conflict. 
School Personnel Views on Work of Program Specialists (School personnel 
include elementary teachers, special education teachers, DIS 
personnel, instructional aides, school psychologists, principals, 
and special education administrators) . 
In general, a larger percentage of professionals are unfamiliar 
with the work of program specialists than with resource special-
ists' work. 
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Program specialists are viewed as having at least some responsi-
bility in all service delivery areas. The areas where program 
specialists are most frequently seen as having major to full 
responsibility are placement (43 percent) and review (32 percent) . 
Twenty-seven percent of the school personnel perceive program 
specialists as having major to full responsibility for the 
overall management of a student's case. 
Program specialists are viewed as having responsibilities which 
overlap with most other school personnel. The most frequently 
identified overlap is with special education administrators (44 
percent) and resource specialists (38 percent). 
Perceived overlapping responsibilities do not seem to relate to 
major role conflict. For program specialists there is "some" 
perceived conflict with resource specialists (28 percent) , special 
education administrators (26 percent) and school psychologists 
(25 percent) [p. 4, 1981]. 
Effectiveness/Satisfaction 
In general, program specialists are perceived as being effective 
in providing needed services. 
OVer half of the school personnel feel that program specialists 
provide leadership, and effectively coordinate the program for 
----Which-they-ar~e-responsible._Pr_CJ9r~am_sp_e_cialists are seen~~a~s~--:------­
providing useful input in the development of IEPs, and as playing 
a beneficial role in providing appropriate educational services 
to handicapped students. Program specialists are viewed as most 
effective with resource specialists (42 percent) 1 special class 
teachers (41 percent) and handicapped students (41 percent). 
Criticism of program specialists include; efficiency of services, 
not enough time spent evaluating effectiveness of programs for 
handicapped students, and not enough inservice provided to 
keep staff updated on educational changes. Nineteen percent of 
the school personnel view program specialists as not effective 
with regular classroom teachers. 
Sixty-one percent of the school personnel think that program 
specialists should be advocates for the educational rights of 
handicapped students. 
Sixty-three percent of the school personnel are personally satis-
fied with program specialists' services, and 50 percent think 
program specialists are needed for the successful implementation 
of the Master Plan [Campbell, 1981, p. 5] . 
Campbell's findings could offer information that would serve to 
. answer in part some of the questions involved in this study if the 
status of program specialists and special education was the same at 
present as when her study was conducted in 1978. However, the status 
has changed markedly. For example 1 Campbell surveyed all the Master 
Plan Service Regions at that time 1 which were 21. This number has 
grown to 97 at present. In addition, approximately 55 program 
specialists were surveyed by Campbell and it is estimated that the 
number is well over 300 today (CAPS 1 1982). 
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Along with the changes in numbers and growth, the law has changed. 
The adjustment of the number of special education students per program 
specialist, which was 560 and is now·850 (Senate Bill 769 1 1981), has 
affected the program specialist's role. Legislative hearings are 
presently reviewing the Master Plan mandate for program specialists 
and may make more changes. It appears tlia~tlie status of special ______________ __ 
education and also the program specialist is subject to change. 
Development of a Job Description 
A well-written, up-to-date job description gives organizations a 
key tool in planning human resource requirements and in using human 
resources properly. Because departments and units, and the jobs within 
them, are like living organisms--they expand; they contract; they move 
up, down, and sideways; sometimes they merge. One must be aware that 
this job description does not always describe what the job entails. 
Although job descriptions are not etched in stone once and for all 
time, they are quite important for the individual and his organization. 
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Furthermore, the continuing emphasis on complying with such federal 
legislation, such as the Equal Pay Act and the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Act, makes job descriptions more important than ever before. 
They are, for example, critical documents in any dispute over qualifi-
cations required for specific jobs, and equal pay for equal work. 
Watson (1975) defined the job description as the end product of a 
job analysis. It is a written record of the job and its requirements 
that typically consists of the following segments: 
L The job title, department, section, and other identifying data 
to distinguish it from all other jobs. 
2. A summary or capsule statement of the work performed and the 
scope and overall purpose of the job, which also helps to add 
perspective to the individual duties, 
3. The individual duties 1 assignments, and tasks which make up 
the job. 
4. The job specifications which bring out the requirements and 
demands made on the incumbent in terms of the evaluation factors. 
Job descriptions are commonly written in a telegraphic or abbrevi-
ated style, avoiding verbiage, to get directly at what the incumbent 
does. Where significant, the guidance provided and the level of skill 
involved in the tasks are also characterized. The description follows 
the natural flow of work if the job consists of sequential operations. 
If the duties are unrelated, they may be grouped in order of their im-
portance, the time spent on them, or the frequency of their perfor-
mance. 
50 
Henderson (1976), in describing the makeup of a job description, 
stated that although there was no universal description form, a 
complete job description should contain the following sections: job 
identification, job summary, job duties (including descriptions of any 
dangerous, dirty, or uncomfortable assignments), accountabilities, and 
job specification. (If there is no job specification section, there 
should be an employment standards section to follow the job duties 
section.) A format commonly followed in job descriptions is to place 
the job identification, job summary 1 job duties, and accountabilities 
sections on one side of the page, with the job specification section on 
the other. Henderson went on to clarify these sections: 
Job Identification. This section contains such information as 
job title 1 status (exempt or nonexempt), job code (if any), date 
written or revised, location of job by plan/division, department/ 
secfion;-f~t:le of-irneeal.<rt:e-sup-eri-or-, -gra<:l.e/J.-eve-1-and-vo-±nts-(-±f-u-sed------
in the evaluation process) 1 pay range, signature of the person writing 
the description, and signature of the person approving it. 
Job Summary. This section is a brief narrative picture of the 
job that highlights its general characteristics and the role the job 
holder follows in the organization. In a few, carefully-selected and 
presented words, it indicates clearly and specifically what the job 
holder must do on his or her job. It provides sufficient information 
to identify the major functions and activities of the job and differ-
entiates them from those of other jobs. This section is especially 
valuable for a quick overview of the job. 
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Job Duties. Duty statements describe activities that must be 
accomplished in the performance of the job and for which specific 
accountabilities can be set. Normally, measures of performance can be 
applied to these duty statements, and they can be used as a basis for 
setting the primary goals of the job. 
This section represents a summary, usually in outline form. It 
is not meant to be all-inclusive, but rather to describe duties 
related to major performance requirements. Normally, one sentence may 
describe each major duty or responsibility. In developing this 
section, the writer must avoid doing a task analysis or breakdown. 
This area contains major duties and responsibilities, not the tasks 
necessary for their performance. 
Accountabilities. This section briefly describes the major end 
results achieved when job duties are performed satisfactorily. It 
serves as a guide in setting performance goals and standara~r~i<so------------­
useful as a reference in preparing performance appraisals. 
Job Specification. This important section describes the human 
qualities necessary to perform the job. It gives a rundown on compen-
sable factors selected by the organization to determine the worth and 
value of the job. Compensable factors are those that identify quali-
ties common to many jobs. Although various compensable factors have 
been used by various organizations, some of the more common factors 
are knowledge, skill, responsibility, working conditions, effort, 
physical requirements, problem solving, know-how, decision making. 
This section also describes the degree of quality required for the 
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particular job under consideration. This factor analysis of the job 
provides the basic data for evaluating it and comparing it with other 
jobs. 
Properly developed, the job specification serves as employment 
standards for the job. The organization that does not use an evalu-
ation system based on compensable factors must develop an employment 
standards section that accurately describes the necessary knowledge 
and the physical and emotional requirements demanded of the incumbent. 
The job specification or employment standards section is extremely 
important--not only because it prescribes the standards for selection 
and promotion, but also because it regulates the pay of the job. The 
rise of affirmative action programs mandates that the qualifications 
specified be bona fide occupational qualifications and that there be a 
demonstrated relationship between qualifications and job. 
In discussing job descriptions, it is necessary to note that some 
companies distinguish between job descriptions and position descrip-
tions. The U.S. Department of Labor defined position and job as: 
Position: a collection of tasks constituting the total work 
assignments of a single worker. There are as many positions 
as there are workers in the organization. 
Job: a group of positions that are identical with respect 
to their major or significant tasks and are sufficiently 
alike to justify their being covered by a single analysis. 
There may be one or more persons employed in the same job 
[Factor Evaluation System, 1979, p. 29]. 
Organizations that differentiate between job descriptions and 
position descriptions usually do so for upper and middle management, 
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and professionals. In making such differentiations, organizations 
usually assume that it is more difficult to describe positions pre-
cisely (Henderson, 1976). Thus, they require a more general narrative 
form for describing positions than for describing jobs. It is felt, 
however, that such a separation is unnecessary. If one takes the view-
point that all members of an organization are responsible to some 
extent for planning their own work activities, solving problems, and 
making decis·ions connected with their jobs, there is no need to differ-
entiate between job and position descriptions (Factor Evaluation, 
1979). The same format and procudures apply to the most senior job in 
the organization and to the lowest as well. 
Job analysis is the first step toward written or rewritten job 
descriptions. The analysis of a job involves a detailed description 
of its duties and responsibilities, its relationship to technology and 
other jobs, the knowledge and other employment standards necessary ~no~--------­
perform it, and accountabilities and other-job-holder requirements. 
Henderson (1976) and Watson (1975) suggested that there are five 
methods for gathering, analyzing, and recording such job information: 
(1) interviews with the workers (or groups of workers) performing the 
job or with the manager supervising them; (2) observation of the jobs 
being performed; (3) completion of a questionnaire by each worker per-
forming a job or by the manager supervising them; (4) completion by 
employees of logs or diaries, with entries for each task done over a 
period of time; or (5) any combination of these. As stated earlier, 
the job descriptions for the program specialists display variety in all 
54 
of the specified sections by Watson and/or Henderson. Many of the job 
descriptions viewed in the pilot study more closely resembled position 
descriptions as defined by the u.s. Department of Labor (Factor Evalua-
tion System, 1979), than the standard job descriptions that applies to 
a job held by a number of people, all of whom have the same duties. 
Position descriptions pertain more to a job that is flexible and 
accommodative to the needs of the organization which may be affected by 
variables uncommon to other organizations. The Factor Evaluation 
System (1979) equates "position" with "role" and utilizes the position 
description as the instrument for evaluation of that position. It 
seems to follow that after clarification of the job, position, role, 
etc., an evaluation procedure or criteria should follow. 
Evaluation of the Role of the Program Specialist 
Harris, Mcintyre and Littleton (1979) said there are three 
approaches to the evaluation of personnel: (1) the characteristics of 
---~~ 
the individual, sometimes called "presage criteria," (2) the products 
attributed to the individual, and (3) the processes used by the indi-
vidual. Such a procedure or theory ascribes to an on-the-job type of 
evaluation, i.e., the job or position has already been developed and 
titled. However, this theory can still be utilized in analyzing the 
worth of a position/role and perhaps clarify major functions. 
Characteristics of the individual might be such relatively easy-
to-measure qualities as knowledge of the subject or accepted profes-
sional practices, grade-point averages, college hours or degrees held, 
and years of professional experience. Some of these items, such as 
grade-point averages and knowledge, may be legitimate considerations at 
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the time of initial employment but perhaps inappropriate for evaluation 
purposes. 
Evaluating performance in terms of characteristics of the perform-
er makes an assumption that there is a reasonably high correlation 
between those characteristics and effectiveness, however effectiveness 
is defined. Harris et al., (1979) stated that this assumption has not 
been supported by research and does not recommend that personnel 
evaluation be geared to characteristics of the evaluatee. 
Evaluation of personnel based on a product has appeal. However, 
products in education are hard to measure. Furthermore, the more 
important and complex the product, the harder it tends to be to measure. 
For example, it is relatively simple to measure students'' knowledge of 
information, but how well can thirst for knowledge that endures beyond 
schooling be measured? 
Also, even if valid measures of important learnings did exist, 
ways of ascribing outcomes to individual teachers would need to be 
found, not to mention the problem of evaluating the contributions of 
individual administrators, supervisors, and others to those outcomes. 
Who would say that the measured learnings of third-graders are not 
influenced by teachers in previous years? Who would say that measured 
learnings of students in a high school course are not affected by 
concurrent as well as previous learnings in other high school courses? 
Influences that are external to the s9hoo1, such as native 
ability, home environment, peer relationships, and past and current 
advantages or disadvantages, are highly influential and affect student 
learning products, Therefore, even the most successful teacher's 
efforts could be futile against such outside forces. 
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The processes used by the individual must ultimately be validated 
against products. Therefore, when evaluating for the purpose of 
improving performance, it appears best handled through process as far 
as the evaluatee's performance is concerned (Harris et al. 1. 1979), 
Bolton (1973) believed that superior products result from well-designed 
and organized programs with systematic procedures and well-defined 
responsibilities. He felt that process and products tend to interact 
and that evaluation for the purpose of improving performance must focus 
on the process. 
Along with evaluating personnel performance, personnel evaluation 
can also serve to clarify a particular role in the organization as well 
as delineate the role •·s responsibilities. In order to evaluate a 
position, educators must consider the organization •·s desired outcome 
and the role such a position must play in reaching that outcome. 
Watson (.1975) described this process as "a method of organizing 
peoples' judgment so that all jobs are examined on the same basis and 
with the same considerations [p. 29]. '·'· He further defined "job evalua-
tion" as 
The complete operation of determining the value of an indi-
vidual job in an organization in relation to the other jobs 
in the organization. It begins with job analysis to obtain 
job descriptions and includes relating the descriptions by 
some system designed to determine the relative value of the 
jobs or group of jobs [p. 29]. 
The evaluation method chosen in this study followed the process 
theory discussed by Harris and Bolton in that the process of the 
program specialist's service delivery was examined. The procedure for 
this study examines the service delivery of the program specialist and 
closely resembed the job evaluation procedures mentioned by Watson 
(197 5) . This procedure is explained in Chapter 3. 
Sununary 
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The investigation has reviewed the prevalent philosophies and 
significant contributions which influenced the field of education in 
the area of personnel. A history of the personnel emphasis in 
California prior to Master Plan was reviewed also. With an increasing 
emphasis on specialization and a need for more trained special educa~­
tion personnel, the pre-Master Plan period was a time for establishing 
and prioritizing needs. Following the pre-Master Plan era, an indepth 
view of California's Master Plan was presented and its influence on 
personnel staffing patterns and staff development programs was dis-
cussed. 
Following the Master Plan discussion, the literature on the 
program specialist's posit~on was reported. Recent findings on Elie 
program specialist's role indicated ambiguity and confusion in the 
role. Evaluation of personnel and a discussion of the development of 
a job description which are pertinent to this study were reviewed 
also. 
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Chapter 3 
METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 
This chapter describes the methodology and procedures used in the 
study, The chapter is divided into the following sections: (a) des-
cription of the population that was surveyed1 (b) description of the 
survey instruments; (c) procedures for the data collection; (d) treat-
ment of the data; and (e) products of the study. 
Description of the Population 
Because the number. and size of service regions continue to grow 
and fluctuate, all 97 of the California SELPAs listed with the State 
Department of Education as of January, 1982 were surveyed. A SELPA 
might be an entire county, a single school district, or a consortium 
of more than one district and/or county. SELPAs also differ in the 
periods of t:Une that they have oeen a Master Plan Service-Region, some 
as long as six years while others as little as six months. Therefore, 
the subgroups of the study focused on the variables of size and 
longevity. The criterion for the groupings was based on the geographic 
square miles of each SELPA and the California Basic Education Data 
System (CBEDS) provided by the State Department of Education. The 
subgroups were divided as follows; 
1) large SELPAs (geographically), 2500+ square miles 
2) large SELPAs (ADA), 6000+ Individuals with Exceptional Needs 
(!WENS) 
3) medium SELPAs (geographically), 801-2500 square miles 
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4) medium SELPAs (ADA) r 2001~.6000 IWENs 
5) small SELPAs (geographically) , 0-800 square miles 
6) small SELPAs (ADA), 0~2,000 IWENS 
7) high longevity (more than 3 years) 
8) medium longevity (2-3 years) 
9) low longevity (1 year) 
Individuals selected to provide the data from each SELPA were its 
director and one program specialist designated by the director as the 
Participating Program Specialist (PPS) . 
Table 3.1 
Numbers of SELPAs Sampled, Categorized by ADA, 
Geographic Size, and Longevity 
ADA Geographic Size Longevity 
Low Medium High 
LARGE Large (N=4) 2 2 0 Medium (N=9) 4 3 2 (N=21) small (N=8) 3 4 1 
Total 9 - 3 9 
Large (N=8) 3 3 2 
MEDIUM Medium (N=S) 0 1 4 (N=31) Small (N=l8) ll 4 3 
Total 14 8 9 
Large (N=S) 1 3 0 
SMALL Medium (N=l3) 12 1 0 (N=29) Small (N=ll) 5 6 1 
Total 18 10 1 
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Description of the Survey Instruments 
The SELPA Directors' Survey/Questionnaire (Appendix A) and the 
Primary Responsibilities Survey (Appendix B) were developed specific-
ally for this study and refined with the assistance of experts in the 
field. The procedure for refinement is described in the validation 
section of this chapter. In its final form, the SELPA Directors' 
Survey/Questionnaire contained a memo which explained the purpose of 
the study and requested that the Director complete the attached ques-
tionnaire. Demographic information, such as geographic square miles, 
the ADA of the SELPA, and the number of years the SELPA has employed 
program specialists (longevity) was requested along with the Director's 
evaluation of the importance of the program specialist•·s position. 
The Directors were asked to rate the program specialist on a five point 
scale in seven areas. Those areas were: (1) meeting compliance, 
(2) coordination, (3) communication, (4) effectiveness, (5) efficiency, 
(6) expertise, and (7) support, each of which is defined on the ques-
tionnaire as well as in the previous definition of terms section. 
The Directors' Survey was designed to provide data that would 
answer the question of importance of the program specialist to the 
SELPA' s deli very of service. At the same time, the SELPA Directors •· 
Survey asked for demographic information needed for the variables of 
size, ADA, and longevity. This information addressed the question of 
what effect these variables have on the program specialist's position. 
In addition to the three inclusions in the SELPA Directors'Survey/ 
Questionnaire, the memo also informed each director of the study's 
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additional survey which would require the input of a program specialist 
to validate his/her primary responsibilities. Entitled the Primary 
Responsibilities of the Program Specialist's Survey (Primary Responsibili-
ties Survey), this instrument was designed by utilizing the SELPAs'· 
program specialist job descriptions (Appendix B) . The assigned respon-
sibilities on each job description were extracted and listed concisely 
on the survey form. Additional columns entitled Actual Responsibili-
ties and Primary Responsibilities were included also. Directions 
requested the Participating Program Specialist (PPS) to examine the 
list of assigned responsibilities and check those for which he/she was 
responsible. Following this, the PPS was asked to go back to those 
responsibilities which he/she checked and identify which of those were 
primary responsibilities by selecting and ranking the five most primary 
responsibilities. To assist the PPS in this process, primary 
responsibilities were defined<5n-~ne survey. 
The Primary Responsibilities Survey was designed to address the 
question of what are the primary responsibilities of. the program 
specialist. These additional data were necessary for defining the 
program specialist'· s role. 
Procedure for Data Collection 
The SELPA Directors' Survey/Questionnaire, the Primary Responsi-
bilities Survey, and a memo were mailed to each director of the 97 
SELPAs. A self-addressed stamped envelope accompanied each question-
naire and survey to encourage a higher return rate. A follow-up tele-
phone call, approximately two weeks later, was made to those directors 
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and/or program specialists who did not respond by the requested date in 
an effort to be sure he/she had received the questionnaire and to 
encourage his/her response. 
Table 3.2 displays the sequence of data collection activities in 
the month each took place. Data col.lection was completed by the end of 
April, 1982. 
Da.te 
January 
February 
March 
April 
Table 3.2 
Data Collection Timeline 
Activity 
Validation of instruments by experts in the field 
Test-retest reliability of instruments with 30 SELPAs 
Reliability coefficient computed on data at .30 or higher 
Instruments sent to the remaining 67 SELPAs 
Follow-up phone calls to non-respondents 
All data collected by April 25th 
Treatment of the Data 
The items in the survey/questionnaire reflected the·purpose of the 
study and were analyzed using descriptive statistics. Frequency dis-
tributions were constructed for each item response of the SELPA Direc-
tors.' Survey to indicate the importance of each item. To determine the 
importance, each Directors' Survey yielded a program specialist's 
importance rating. This was computed by using the numerical value 
,·,. 
-,-; 
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assigned to each of the rankings of importance. They were: 
a) Not important= 1, b) Somewhat· important = 2, c) Important 
= 3, d) Very important= 4, and e) Extremely important= 5. 
The rankings for items one through seven on all surveys were summed. 
This sum was then totaled for the sample and divided by 81 (n of 
sample) to yield the mean survey sum. The mean survey sum was divided 
by 7 (n of areas of importance) to yield a Composite Rating of Program 
Specialists' Importance (CRPSI). 
SELPAs were categorized according to· the variables of size 1 ADA, 
and program specialist''s longevity by. uiillzing frequency distribu-
"-i tions. The measures of the relationship';; between program specialist 
importance and the variables were then calculated. 
The data from the Primary Responsibilities Survey was used in tab-
ulating frequency distributions for the··ad:ual and primary responsibil-
ities indicated on each survey and served in efforts to define a gener-
alized role of the program specialist. 'To '"qualify as a component, a job 
responsibility was to be considered prunary if indicated so by at least 
-' 50 percent of the respondents. This is··kn arbitrary pe.icentage because 
it is not certain how the data will cluster. In order to define the 
,_ 
primary responsibilities further, respondents were asked to select 
their five primary responsibilities and rank them with number one being 
.•· 
the most primary. 
f 
Validation and Reliability of the InstrUMents 
•·.' 
The instruments were submitted to a panel of special education 
···.;: .. authorities for content validation. The panel consisted of two SELPA 
Directors and two professors of Speciai-·Education (Appendix D). A 
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majority consensus of panel members was required for satisfactory 
validation. Panel members were mailed the instruments and a letter 
(Appendix E) which asked them to evaluate the instruments and rate. them 
as satisfactory or in need of improvement. Recommendations were also>: 
requested, but no modifications were needed. 
To establish reliability of the instruments, a pilot study was 
conducted among 30 randomly selected SELPAs and a test,.retest procedure 
employed. The SELPA Directors and one program specialist for each of 
the 30 SELPAs were mailed the survey/questionnaires and then requested 
to respond to the same survey/questionnaires three weeks later. 
Twenty-eight SELPA Directors and a program specialist from each of the 
28 SELPAs responded. These same 28 responses were utilized in the 
total sample because the procedures remained the same. The Pears.on 
Product Moment Correlation Coefficient (Ary 1 Jacobs 1 & Razavich 1 1972) 
was computed. A coefficient of . 30 was considered the lowest accept-. 
able value for determining item reliability, The coefficient of .30 was 
chosen because due to the high response rate, it is considered 
statistically significant. 
Table 3.3 displays the ranges of the reliability coefficient for 
Pre-Post administrations of the Directors' Survey and Program 
Specialist Survey. 
Products of the Study 
Results from the SELPA Directors' Survey/Questionnaires yielded a 
Composite Rating of Program Specialists' Importance (CRPSI) for the 
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Table 3.3 
Pre-Post Administrations of the Directors •· Survey 
and Program Specialists •· Survey 
Directors' Survey Range Significance 
r p 
Items No. 1-7 . 93-1.0 .001 
Program Specialists' Survey 
Items No. 1-13 (Consultation) . 35-1.0 • 003 
Items No. 14-18 (Coordination) . 69-1.0 .001 
Items No. 19-26 (Communication) . 66-1.0 .001 
Items No. 27-34 (Staff & Program 
Development) .46-1. 0 .003 
Items No. 35-43 (Support) .69,-1. 0 .001 
Items No. 44-48 (Compliance) • 80-1.0 .001 
Items No. 49-53 (Management) .77-1.0 .001 
Items No. 54-60 (Supervisory) .71-1.0 .001 
Items No. 61-65 . (Evaluation) .80-1. 0 .001 
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sampled SELPAs as well as for each subgroup. In addition, those areas 
which the program specialist was rated as most important were tabu~ 
lated. 
Along with the CRPSI 1 a Synthesis of the Program Specialists •· 
Primary Responsibilities (SPR) was produced from viewing the frequency 
distributions and tabulating the most frequent responses. A synthesis 
was also completed for each subgroup and an SPR tabulated. From the 
SPR, a role description was generated following guidelines for writing 
position descriptions (Factor Evaluation System,. 1978). This role 
and position description, entitled A Consensus Model of the Program 
Specialist's Role and Position Description, were products generated 
from this study and served as a current and consensual role descrip-
tion. It was possible that subgroups could utilize consistently the 
program specialist in different roles than was indicated in the general 
SPR and any such differences were reported. 
The data for the additional variable of program specialist 
longevity, collected in the first survey, were assigned to one of three 
groups (Table 3.1) and a frequency distribution was computed. Differ-
ences in program specialists' roles according to their longevity were 
reported in Table 4.4. 
The procedures outlined in this chapter were intended to ensure an 
orderly approach to the gathering, compilation, and presentation of the 
data needed to complete this investigation. The findings of the study 
are presented in Chapter 4. 
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Chapter 4 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
It was the purpose of this study to investigate the role and 
importance of the program specialist's position in California in order 
to determine the primary responsibilities of the position and its 
effect on the operation of the SELPA. Relationships among variables 
such as ADA, geographic size and program specialist longevity were also 
investigated. Tables 4.1 through 4.4 summarize the data derived from 
the two survey instruments. 
All 97 SELPAs in California were sent surveys for the project. 
The 61 responding SELPAs were composed of 28 SELPAs which responded to 
the pilot study as well as 33 other SELPAs. Since the instruments and 
data gathering procedure remained the same for the total sample, the 
----·-·--data-co~L-lected-on-the-first-adrninistration-of-the-instruments-in-the------­
pilot study were utilized in the total sample. Out of the 97 SELPAs 
surveyed, 61 responded by the requested date. Follow~up phone calls 
requesting a response of the remaining 36 produced an additional 20 
responses. This brought the total response to 81 respondents, an 
83 percent return rate, which was considered satisfactory. 
Analysis of the Directors' Survey 
The Directors' Survey was designed to evaluate the program spe-
cialist's importance to the operation of the SELPA based on seven areas 
of importance (Appendix A). The directors were asked to rate their 
program specialists in the seven areas on a scale of l to 5 which 
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ranged from ••not important 11 = 1 to •-'extremely important"'= 5. Table 
4.1 reports the respondents' evaluation of the program specialists'' 
importance to the SELPAs' operation. The areas of "Communicati'ori 11 and 
"Support" were rated as very important by a majority (68-69%) of 
the directors. The next highest areas were those of "Effectiveness"' 
and "Expertise" which were rated as extremely important by 57 percent 
of the directors. 
Table 4.1 also displays the tabulation of the Composite Rating of 
Program Specialists '• Importance (CRPSI) as perceived by the directors 
of 81 SELPAs. The rank of 4. 2, interpreted as "very important, " was 
the computed CRPSI for the composite of seven areas by the directors 
of 81 California SELPAs. A CRPSI rating was also computed for each of 
the seven areas yielding a range of 3.9 - 4.5. 
Table 4.1 
Summary of the Program Spec~alists' Importance to the SELPA Operation 
l Q 3 4 5 
Areas of Importance I Extremely n Not somerhat Very 
Important Impo<:tant Important Important Important CRPSI**X 
f % f % f % f % f % 
l. Meeting Compliance 81 5 7 3 4 18 22 26 32 29 36 3.9 
2. Coordination* 81 l 1 6 8 11 14 26 32 37 46 4.3 
3. Communication* 81 5 7 0 0 9 11 12 14 55 68 4.4 
4. Effectiveness 81 5 7 4 5 11 14 15 18 46 57 4.1 
5. Efficiency 81 5 7 4 5 9 11 23 28 40 50 4.1 
6. Expertise* 81 5 7 0 0 3 4 27 33 46 57 4.3 
7. Support* 81 0 0 5 7 3 4 17 21 56 69 4.5 
* Area rated as most important Composite Total 4.2*** 
** Composite Rating of Program Speciali sts' Importance 
*** Scale Interpretation 
l = Not Important : < 1.5 
2 = Somewhat Important : 1.5 - 2.149 
3 = Important : 2.5 - 3,149 
4 = Very Important : 3.5 - 4.49 
5 =Extremely Important:> 4.5 
"' w 
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Table 4.2 displays the CRPSI as it is related to the variables of 
ADA, geographic size, and longevity. The variable of small ADA and 
small geographic size produced the somewhat lower CRPSI ratings of 3.7 
and 3.4. The variables of large ADA and small geographic size pro-
duced the highest rating of 4.7. The variable of one year in longevity 
produced a lower CRPSI of 3.7 and the variable of medium longevity 
produced the highest longevity CRPSI of 4.2. 
Table 4.2 
CRPSI Categorized by Variable Groupings of ADA, 
Geographic Size and Longevity 
SELPA Description 
Large ADA 
Small Geographic Size 
Medium Geographic Size 
Large Geographic Size 
n % 
21 26 
8 10 
9 11 
4 5 
--- ---Medium-ADA----------~.i.~--~8 
Small Geographic Size 18 22 
Medium Geographic Size 5 6 
Large Geographic Size 8 10 
Small ADA 
Small Geographic Size 
Medium Geographic Size 
Large Geographic Size 
Low Longevity (1 yr.) 
Medium Longevity (2-3 yrs.) 
High Longevity (3+ yrs.) 
Composite Sample 
29 36 
11 13 
13 16 
5 6 
41 51 
27 33 
13 16 
81 
CRPSI* Rating 
4.4** 
4.7 
4.6 
3.9 
----4-.-5----------
4.5 
4.6 
4.4 
3.7 
3.4 
4.0 
3.9 
3.7 
4.2 
4.0 
4.2 
* CRPSI = Composite Rating of Program Specialists' Importance 
** Scale Interpretation 
1 = Not Important < 1.5 
2 = Somewhat Important 1.5- 2.49 
3 = Important 2.5 - 3.49 
4 = Very Important 3.5 - 4.49 
5 = Extremely Important > 4.5 
Summary of the Program Specialists' Primary Responsibilities 
Survey (The Primary Responsibilities Survey) 
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The Primary Responsibilities Survey was designed to validate the 
actual and primary responsibilities assigned to program specialists as 
perceived by program specialists. Eighty-one program specialists (83%) 
responded to the survey and a tabulation of their responses is recorded 
in Appendix H. Sixty-five responsibilities listed under nine cate-
gories were displayed in this summary. Listed also are the frequencies 
and percentages of program specialists who indicated each responsi-
bility was an actual responsibility of his/her job as well as which 
responsibilities were considered primary. Of those responsibilities 
indicated as primary, an additional section in the summary displayed a 
ranking of the primary responsibilities from most to least primary. 
This summary table was a necessary procedure to derive a synthesis of 
the primary responsibilities discussed in the next section, 
Synthesis of the Program Specialists' Primary Responsibilities (SPR) 
In addition to reporting the responses of the Participating 
Program Specialist (PPS), a synthesis was completed of the primary 
responsibilities as indicated by the PPSs. Table 4.3 displays those 
responsibilities which were designated as primary by the respondents. 
The original criterion for qualifying as a synthesized primary res-
ponsibility was 50 percent or higher agreement by the PPS, Fifty per-
cent was an arbitrary selection because it was uncertain how the data 
would cluster. The data did indeed cluster, but at a somewhat lower 
percentage. Those areas considered most primary were the 
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responsibilities which reported the highest percentage of agreement 
by the respondents. An additional cluster of five responsibilities 
which was agreed upon as primary by roughly 20 percent of the respon-
dents was listed as secondary responsibilities, The responsibility of 
"Consulting with Teachers" was indicated as primary by 74 percent of 
the respondents. "Planning and/or participating in each school '·s 
staff and program development" was a primary responsibility for 51 
percent of the PPSs. 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Table 4.3 
Synthesis of the Program Specialists• Primary 
Resp0nsibilities (SPR) 
( N = 81) 
Primary Responsibilities 
1. Consult with teachers 
2. Plan and/or participate in each school's 
staff and program development 
3. Provide assistance to assure that pupils 
have full educational opportunity 
4. Assist in coordinating special programs 
between and among districts 
Secondary Responsibilities 
5. Coordinate the development of IEP for 
students with parents and staff 
6. Present inservice/workshops in areas of 
expertise upon request 
7. Monitor the implementation and evaluation 
of the IEP program 
8. Review program/pupil progress and recommend 
program revisions when appropriate/directed 
9. Develop a record-keeping system which will 
track all services and mandated follow-up. 
Maintain case records on referred students 
as appropriate 
Specified as Primary 
f 
60 74 
41 51 
32 40 
28 35 
f % 
21 26 
19 23 
18 22 
16 20 
16 20 
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Table 4.4 displays the Synthesis of the Program Specialists' 
Responsibilities (SPR) for the variable groupings of ADA, geographic 
size, and longevity. The SPR for some variable groupings with a small 
n did not have sufficient agreement to produce five primary responsi-
bilities. The SPR for each subgroup did not differ substantially from 
the composite analysis. The SPR for all groupings contained most of 
the same responsibilities but in somewhat different priority; however, 
the variable of High and Medium Longevity reported the additional 
responsibility of "supervising and coordinating, as assigned, for 
special education teachers and resource specialists. •.• 
Table 4.4 
Synthesis of the Program Specialists' Responsibilities 
Classified by ADA, Geographic Size (Geog.) and 
Longevity 
Range of responsibility*• given by 
LARGE ADA MEDIUM ADA SMALL ADA 
Responsibilities 
Large Medium Small 
Geog. ~ Geog. 
Large Medium small Large Medium small 
Geog. Geog. Geog. Geog. ~ Geog. 
1. Consult with teachers 
2. Plan and/or participate 
in each school's staff 
and program development 
3. Provide assistance to 
assure that pupils have 
full educational 
opportunity 
4, Assist in coordinating 
special programs between 
and among districts 
5. Coordinate the development 
of IEPs for students with 
parents and staff 
6, Present inservice/work-
shops in areas of 
expertise upon request 
-------'7-;-Monitor-the-impl-ementation 
and evaluation of IEP 
8. Review program/pupil 
progress and recommend 
program revisions when 
appropriate/directed 
9. Participate in ongoing 
development and revi-
sion of curriculum 
framework handbooks for 
teachers of children 
with learning handicaps 
10. Supervise and coordinate, 
as assigned, special edu-
cation teachers and 
resource specialists 
11. Observe students and/or 
total classroom 
environments 
1 
2 
1 2 
3 1 
2 1 1 2 
2 
4 4 
blank spaces indicate that no significant agreement was reported 
** Scale is l to 5 (l = most primary--5 = least primary) 
4 
2 1 1 
1 2 
2 
2 
3 3 
1 
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LONGEVITY 
1 1 
3 2 1 
5 4 3 
4 5 
3 2 
2 4 
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Chapter Sununary 
This chapter presented sununary findings on the role, responsibili-
ties, and perceived importance of the program specialist in 81 of the 
97 SELPAs of California. Data collected from survey responses by the 
Directors and Participating Program Specialists (PPS) were presented in 
narrative and tabular form. The Directors' perceived importance was 
synthesized to yield a Composite Rating of Program Specialists'· 
Importance (CRPSI). The rank of 4.2, interpreted as "very important," 
was the computed CRPSI for the seven areas of perceived importance. 
The areas of 11 Communication" and 11 Support" received the highest rating 
of importance by a majority (68-69%) of the respondents. "Effective-
ness" and "Expertise 11 were the next highest areas of importance. 
The CRPSI was also displayed by subgroups determined by ADA, 
geographic size and program specialits's longevity. Lower CRPSis 
(3.4 - 3.7) were computed for the variables of Small ADA--Small 
Geographic Size and Low Longevity. The highest CRPSis (4.5- 4.7) were 
computed for the variables of Large ADA--Small Geographic Size and High 
Longevity. From the data, there appeared to be a higher evaluated 
importance of the program specialist's role in SELPAs with large ADA or 
high longevity. 
The primary responsibilities reported by the PPSs were synthesized 
to yield a Synthesis of Program Specialists' Primary Responsibilities 
(SPR). The SPR was also displayed by subgroups of the above-mentioned 
variables. The SPR yielded a cluster of four primary responsibilities 
and five secondary responsibilities. The responsibility of "Consulting 
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with Teachers" was the highest (74%.) rated primary responsibility. The 
other three responsibilities for the SPR were, 
Planning and/or participating in each school's staff and 
program development. 
Provide assistance to assure the pupils have full educa-
tional opportunity. 
Assist in coordinating special programs between and among 
districts. 
The variables of ADA and Geographic Size did not appear to affect 
the SPR. All groupings seem to have either the four primary responsi-
bilities reported in the total SPR or one or more of the secondary 
responsibilities. Since ranking the responsibilities was requested, 
agreement regarding the rank of each responsibility was generally low. 
Also, the sequence of each grouping's SPR varied; however, agreement 
appeared to prevail in the overall list of responsibilities. The 
variable group of High Longevity did display the responsibility, 
"supervise and coordinate, as assigned, special education teachers and 
resource specialists" which differed from the SPR listing of other 
variable groups. 
The CRPSI and SPR will be the focus of Chapter S's discussion and 
the basis for the Consensus Model of the Program Specialist's Role and 
Position Description. Recommendations for further study are discussed 
in the next chapter also. 
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Chapter 5 
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 
This chapter discusses the conclusions derived from the data. 
Attention was given to findings that affect the program specialist's role 
and position description. From these data, two products are presented 
and discussed: The Composite Rating of Program Specialists•· Importance 
(CRPSI) and A Consensus Model of the Program Specialist's Role and 
Position Description. Recommendations for further research, and the 
potential contribution of this study to the educational field conclude 
this discussion. 
Findings of the Directors' Survey 
The Directors' Survey was designed to evaluate the program spe-
cialist's importance to the operation of the SELPA. Seven areas of 
importance were evaluated. The evaluation of importance by area 
recorded in Table 4.1 in Chapter 4 reported the areas of "Communica-
tion" and "Support" as very important by the highest percentage of 
Directors. "Connnunication," as it was defined in Chapter 1, is the 
process of interchanging ideas and information. This might be expanded 
upon with regard to the program specialist to include keeping one's 
self and others around him/her informed of the pertinent changes and 
events which affect his/her role and the operation of his/her organiza-
tion. In view of the diversity of needs manifested in a SELPA and the 
continuous state of transition in students, personnel, legislation, 
monies, etc., it appears quite appropriate that the Directors felt 
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program specialists were most important in the area of "Communication~"· 
"Support" was the area rated highest as ''·extremely important" 
(69%) on the Directors' Survey, In rating "Support" as extremely im-
portant, the Directors may be indicating that the organization is only 
as strong as its foundation or "Support. 11 "Support" may have been 
marked quite often because it is a more encompassing term than some of 
the other survey areas. Since 11 Support" might well mean assist~ 
manage, or follow through, Directors may utilize their program special-
ist as an extension of their own job and responsibilities and thus view 
the program specialist as extremely important in the area of "Support." 
Bolton (1973) described a supervision system that utilizes support 
personnel as assistants to the supervisor in which all responsibilities 
for service are the supervisor's and support personnel do the delegated 
----~r~e~s.ponsibilities as assigned. 
"Effectiveness" and "Expertise" received the next highest ratings 
on the Directors' Survey. Effectiveness is relative to the expecta-
tions held for the role (Harris et al., 1979). In spite of the fact 
that the program specialist's role has appeared vague and undefined, 
the Directors felt their program specialists were producing the desired 
outcome. 
Along with "Effectiveness,n 11 Expertise" received a substantial 
rating of importance by the Directors. Since special education does 
require specialized approaches and a refined, cumulative bank of 
methodologies and resources, it is not surprising that this area was 
rated as extremely important. This area, above all others on the 
80 
survey, is the one that focuses on the uniqueness of the program 
specialist. Most other educational roles, such as teacher, principal, 
etc., might be evaluated for their 11Effectiveness" or "·communication"' 
abilities; however, the area of "Expertise" is not conunonly a required 
qualification or evaluation item. Watson (~975) stated that it is 
acceptable to expect competence but not so with "Expertise," perhaps 
because people who are truly experts are not in abundance. On the 
other hand, ''Expertisen is a requirement of the program specialist as 
stated in the Master Plan (Senate Bill 1870, 1980). Therefore, the 
fact that 57 percent of the SELPA directors indicated "Expertise" was 
extremely important may show they recognize the intent of the law as 
well as utilize their program specialist in roles requiring special 
expertise. 
Another area rated as extremely important by 50 percent of the 
Directors was the area of "Efficiency." In view of the budget con-
straints, array of service needs, and relatively small number of 
program specialists (one per 850 IWENS~, "Efficiency" should ensure a 
congruency between service rendered and energy expended. 
The area of "Efficiency" along with "Expertise" has a more 
personal connotation accompanying it. Whereas other areas on the 
survey, such as "Coordination 11 or "Compliance," address the duties of 
the program specialist, "Efficiency," as well as "Expertise, n are 
directed more toward the person, i.e., the Directors must look at what 
the program specialist is doing or has done for most of the areas, but 
for "Efficiencylil and "Expertise," the Directors must look at the person 
-,---
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and view how something was accomplished. The individual difference in 
program specialists may be the reason that "Expertise"· and 11 Efficiency" 
were not rated as high. It is one thing to evaluate procedures, but 
quite another to evaluate qualities. Many experts agree that evalua-
tion is difficult and even avoided if personal characteristics are 
included in the criteria (Harris et al., 1979). 
The areas of "Meeting Compliance" and "Coordination" were evalu-
ated as important by the fewest number of Directors. Because "Meeting 
Compliance" involves so many checks and balances, much of it involving 
dollars and the legal mandates and restraints, this area is more impor-
tant to the Director's role and may require less involvement of the 
program specialist. 
"Coordination," on the other hand, was only slightly below 50 per~­
cent in being evaluated as extremely important by the Directors (46%) 
and received a 32 percent rating as "very important." The CRPSI in the 
area of "Coordination" also reflected a 11 Very important" rating (4.3%), 
thus substantiating this area as important to the SELPAs' operation. 
The IEP process alone involves constant coordination of the appropriate 
personnel, services, placements, goals, objectives, etc., all of which 
program specialists and, often the coordinators, are involved. Staff 
development activities require coordination also, and program special-
ists are often involved or directly coordinating such activities. 
The Composite Ratings of Program Specialists' Importance (CRPSI) 
Findings from the Directors' Survey yielded a Composite Rating 
which was tabulated and displayed in Chapter 4. The CRPSI of 4.2 which 
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equalled an assigned narrative rating of "very important," was the 
cumulative result of the 81 SELPA Directors, It was reported by SRI 
(1980) that program specialist importance (defined by SRI as "need") 
was not nearly as high as the CRPSI. Thirty to 42 percent of the 
teachers surveyed by SRI indicated that the program specialist was not 
needed, i.e., not important. However, the SRI study only surveyed 
17 SELPAs, none of which had been a SELPA for more than two years. 
Therefore, it is probable that the program specialist •·s role was un-
clear. At that time, 1978, the concern with appropriating monies for 
direct service to chi.ldren was the way of thinking (Reynolds, 1978) . 
It seems quite apparent in the SRI and Campbell (1981) studies that 
the worth of most Master Plan jobs and/or positions was evaluated by 
its service to children. By psking their questions to direct service 
personnel such as teachers it appeared that the program specialists were 
being evaluated as to their direct service capacity instead of their 
support capacity. Therefore, the CRPSI not only represents a more 
current and representative sample, but it also evaluates the program 
specialist by a criterion which seemingly measures what they actually 
do. The fact that the CRPSI was completed by the program specialist's 
supervisors instead of the recipient of his/her service, agrees with the 
evaluation guidelines suggested by Harris et al., (1979) in that it is 
the process of service that allows a view of role importance more 
readily than evaluating the product of the service. An evaluation 
which focuses on the worth of products is often subjective and individ-
ualized. A more global perspective was offered in the evaluation 
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process of the program specialist for this study. By asking the 
Directors to consider the operational needs of their SELPA and the 
importance of the program specialist in meeting those needs, the CRPSI 
(i.e., a rating of very important), represents a more valid evaluation 
of the program specialist role than previous studies. 
The CRPSI as It Is Affected by ADA, Geographic Size and Longevity 
The responding SELPAs were divided into subgroups by the variables 
of ADA, geographic size and longevity. All groups yielded a CRPSI 
which fell in the 3.4 to 4.7 range which was a rating of "very impor~ 
tant to extremely important." This indicated that the variables of 
ADA, geographic size, and longevity did not substantially affect the 
CRPSI. The small ADA and geographic size·subgroup was somewhat lower 
than the general CRPSI. This may be explained by the element of small-
ness meaning fewer problems and thereby less need. Small SELPAs appear 
to utilize their program specialist as assessors and/or consultants; 
therefore, the actual operation of the SELPA may not be as affected by 
the program specialist. 
The variables of large ADA and small geographic size, which 
yielded the highest variable group CRPSI 1 may be explained by the sheer 
nature of too many people in too small an area. Investigation of the 
SELPAs which make up this subgroup revealed many inner-city SELPAs 
along with the highly populated Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay 
Areas. Therefore, in situations with crowded conditions, support per-
sonnel may be considered more important. 
The variable of program specialist longevity was divided into 
three groups: low (one year), medium (two-three years) and high 
(three-plus years) . The low longevity group yielded a lower CRPSI 
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(3.7) than the other two groups: however, 3.7 is still roughly equiv-
alent to "very important." Considering the possiblity of problems 
involved in the management of an organization during its first year of 
operation, it is notable that the program specialist was rated so highly. 
Findings of the Primary Responsibilities survey 
The Primary Responsibilities Survey was designed to validate the 
actual and primary responsibilities of the program specialist in the 
California SELPAs. The nine areas of the survey are areas of service 
which listed detailed services provided to the SELPA. In viewing the 
frequency distribution of responses that indicated which responsibili-
ties were part of their job, high percentages indicated that the nine 
areas were indeed actual responsibilities of their job. Those areas 
were: 
l) Consultation 
2) Coordination 
3) Communication 
4) Staff and Program Development 
5) Support 
6) Compliance 
7) Management 
8) Supervisory 
9) Evaluation 
Even though the areas of service and responsibilities listed on the 
as 
Primary Responsibilities Survey were extracted from the SELPAs '' program 
specialist job descriptions, it was not certain, prior to this study, 
that program specialists actually provided service in these areas. 
Percentages in seven of the nine areas were predominently above SO per-
cent agreement, thereby validating these areas for the role descrip-
tion. 
Two areas were not consistently above SO percent agreement. The 
areas of "Management•' and 11 Supervisory" displayed lower agreement 
percentages which may indicate that many program specialists do not 
primarily manage and supervise in their roles. Thirty-nine percent of 
the PPSs indicated they had responsibilities in these areas. 
Each area included an "Other" section which permitted the addition 
of duties the respondent was responsible for, but was different from 
those listed. Areas which received the most other write-ins were 
"Coordination" and "Evaluation. 11 However, the responsibilities which 
were written in these areas were all individual responses; i.e., no 
other respondent listed these responsibilities. (Appendix I) 
It is apparent in viewing the data that program specialists are 
responsible for a vast array of services, and appear to wear "many 
hats" in performing their duties for their SELPA. However, it is also 
shown that these duties do fall into particular categories of service. 
In view of this finding, it is now important to look again at the 
responsibilities agreed upon by respondents and discuss which of these 
were indicated as primary responsibilities. 
Synthesis of the Program Specialists' Primary Responsibilities (SPR) 
The PPSs were asked to indicate the five responsibilities they 
considered their primary responsibilities and to rank these from one 
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to five, with one being the most primary. A responsibility was arbi~ 
trarily pre~set at 50 percent agreement; however, the data appeared to 
cluster differently and was therefore, described as it clustered. This 
procedure produced significant agreement in four of the 65 responsi~ 
bilities (Table 4.3), which were designated as Primary Responsibilities. 
Another cluster of five responsibilities received roughly 20 percent 
agreement by the PPSs. These additional responsibilities, entitled 
Secondary Responsibilities were included as part of the SPR. 
"Consulting with teachers" was the primary responsibility desig~ 
nated as most primary by 74 percent of the PPSs. Research supports 
the need for consultation to teachers (Falik & Sichel, 1972; Dunn, 
1963; Meyen, 1968) as well as the Master Plan which states that program 
specialists will "consult with resource specialists, designated 
instruction and service instructors, and special class teachers. 11 
Along with this support, the CRPSI generated from the data in the study 
reported that the SELPA directors viewed program specialists as essen~ 
tial to the operation of the SELPA in the area of "Expertise." One 
way for the program specialist to serve a SELPA in the area of "Exper~ 
tise 11 is via consultation. 
"Plan and/or participate in each school's staff and program devel-
opment" received a 51 percent rating as a primary responsibility by the 
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PPSs. Once again, research firmly supports the need for staff and 
program development (Duffy 1 1971; Publ.ic Law 85-.926, 1966; Warnat, 
1978; Mackie et al., 19591. The CRPSI emphasis on "Expertise"' and 
"Coordination" also lends support to the responsibility of involvement 
in staff and program development. 
"Providing assistance to assure that pupils have full educational 
opportunity" was rated as a primary responsibility by 40 percent of the 
PPSs. This responsibility on the actual survey went on to say "regard-
less of the district of residence, such as attend IEP meetings regarding 
placement change, gather data for Complaint or Due Process, and follow-
up of Complaint and Due Process." Under the area of "Compliance," this 
responsibility is perhaps confusing yet quite important from a legal 
point of view. Many experts feel that there needs to be a person in 
___ __,th=e SELPA who has this responsibility (Turnbull, 1977; Burrello, 1974; 
CAPS, 4982); however, due to the involvement one must have to be an 
expert on the laws and monitoring "Compliance," it is more likely that 
the SELPA directors handle this responsibility and perhaps delegate 
portions of it such as the IEP development or Due Process procedures 
(SRI, 1980; Zinck et al., 1980) • The CRPSI in the area of "Compliance" 
was rated as important, but was the lowest of the seven areas. This 
further substantiates that "Compliance•• is a responsibility, but not 
as primary as others. 
"Assist in coordinating special programs between and among dis-
tricts" received 35 percent agreement as a primary responsibility by 
the PPSs. This responsibility was further described on several SELPA 
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position descriptions as "facilitating appropriate educational place-
ments for pupils regardless of their district of residence." The fact 
that program specialists are mandated for each 850 IWENs may imply 
that they will serve numerous schools and/or school districts and, 
therefore, have more opportunity to be aware of the SELPAs programs. 
Thus a responsibility of "Coordinating" appears applicable and suit-
able. The CRPSI in the area of "Coordination" supports this area as 
a primary responsibility by rating it as "extremely important" and/or 
"very important" by a majority of the SELPA directors. 
Secondary Responsibilities for the SPR 
There were five secondary responsibilities for the SPR which are 
worthy of mention because they displayed approximately 20 percent 
agreement (Table 4.3). These additional areas appear to relate to 
the top four areas just discussed and will, therefore, be paired with 
each of the ·top four to display responsibilities as follows: 
1. Consult with.teachers. Review program/pupil progress and 
recommend program revisions when appropriate/directed. 
2. Plan and/or participate in each school's staff and program 
development. Present inservice/workshops in areas of 
expertise upon request. 
3. Provide assistance to assure that pupils have full 
educational opportunity. 
4. Assist in coordinating the development of Individual Educa-
tion Programs (.IEP) and/or special programs with parents 
and staff within, between and among school districts. 
Monitor the implementation and evaluation of the IEP 
Program. 
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"Coordinate the development of the Individual Education Program 
(IEP) for students with parents and staff" was rated as a primary 
responsibility for 24 percent of the program specialists. The develop-
ment of the IEP is a process which involves detailed procedures and a 
multidisciplinary approach (numerous personnel of varied expertise) 
(TUrnbull, 1977). Many districts have defined a "case manager" role 
to be carried out by a designated staff person who coordinates the IEP 
process. This may or may not be"the program specialist; however, the 
findings of this study reported that a significant number of PPSs, 88 
percent, are responsible for this duty. Once again, the CRPSI sub-
stantiates the area of "Coordination" as most important to the SELPA 
operation and thereby lends support to this responsibility as a 
primary duty, Item number 49 on the Survey, which was: 
Develop a record-keeping system which will track all services 
and mandated follow-up. Maintain case records on referred 
students as appropriate, 
was listed as an additional responsibility to the SPR; however, it is 
not included in the above groupings. Many SELPAs have or are imple-
menting a computerized management information service which handles 
or will handle this responsibility (P. Ganas, SEACO representative, 
personal communication, May, 1982). 
SPR by Variable Subgroups 
Although it was questioned whether the variables of ADA, 
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geographic size, and longevity affected the SPR, no substantial dif-
ferences in the SPR existed for the variable groups of ADA and geo~ 
graphic size. The primary responsibilities for each group were essen-
tially the same but in different order of priority. 
The variable of longevity did show an additional responsibility 
for the SPR on the medium and high subgroups. This additional respon-
sibility is "Supervise and coordinate (programs) as assigned, special 
education teachers and resource specialists." Since the additional 
responsibility only appears in the subgroups that contain program 
specialists who have higher longevity, it could be assumed that the 
program specialists have been given more supervisory duties because of 
their more established role. 
The CRPSI has provided data which establishes the importance of 
the program specialist's role and in what areas. The SPR validates the 
primary responsibilities of the program specialist's role by program 
specialists in the field and also shows. agreement with the CRPSI. These 
data were necessary to address the questions of this study and meet the 
goal of developing a consensus model of role and job description for 
the program specialist. The following model is based on the findings 
of the CRPSI and SPR and the guidelines for writing job descriptions 
reviewed in Chapter 2. 
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A Consensus Model of the Program Specialist's 
Role and Position Description 
Position Identification: (date)-----
PROGRAM SPECIALIST 
SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL PLAN AREA (SELPA) 
(County/District/Consortium) 
Salary Schedule ~--~~~----~--------~----------~­(Consultant, pupil personnel, management, 
teacher, etc. ) 
Immediate Supervisor. ______________________________________ __ 
Application Deadline. ____________________________________ __ 
Starting Date·-------------------------------------------
_________ I'.osition summa;y: ____________ _ 
The program specialist is an active member in the service delivery 
model for the SELPA and provides necessary services which: 
1) Supports the operation of the SELPA 
2) Enhances communication among and between districts and 
agencies 
3) Offers expertise and resources 
4) Assists in the effectiveness and efficiency of the operation 
5) Coordinates services and programs, and 
6) Assists in meeting compliance 
Assigned responsibilities fall under the general categories of: 
1) Consultation 
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2) Staff and Program Development 
3) Compliance, and, 
4) Coordination 
Position Responsibilities: 
The program specialist is assigned the following responsibilities: 
1. Consults with teachers and other ·school/district/or 
agency personnel as appropriate in the delivery of 
services for the SELPA. 
2. Observes students and/or classrooms as requested or in 
establishing a global information base regarding the 
District or Consortium's Programs. 
3. Coordinates, when appropriate, the development of the IEP 
for students with par.ents and staff, particularly when 
-------
students are moving to a different program and/or different 
location. 
4. Plans or participates in staff or program development 
for assigned schools/other schools, staff groups or agencies 
by request of expertise. 
5. Assists in coordinating special programs between and among 
districts and reviews program/pupil progress for possible 
recommendations or revisions where appropriate. 
6. Specific duties as delegated by immediate supervisor. 
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Position Specifications: 
Knowledge of: A specialized indepth knowledge in at least one 
of the following areas: Communicatively Handi-
capped, Severely Handicapped, Physically Handi-
capped and Learning Handicapped, Assessment,, 
curriculum, staff development and inservice; 
behavior management techniques, vocational 
assessment and training, communication and 
organizational skills, current legislation per-
taining to special education, and service agencies 
dealing with special education children.* 
Experience: ___________ years teaching experience with a 
minimum of three years of successful experience 
in the education of individuals with exceptional 
__________ needs_. 
Education/ 
Requirements: Master's Degree from an accredited institution 
of higher education and a valid special education 
credential. 
*Note: Suggested in the laws, S.B. 1870 1 Rodda, 1980 and S,B. 769, 
Sieroty, 1981. 
Recommendations for Further Research: 
The findings of this study have potential utility for a clarifica-
tion of the program specialist role for all educational personnel. 
Areas of further investigation which will extend this research are: 
1) CUrrent school personnel perceptions of program specialist 
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services upon receipt of such service. For example, a pre and 
post perceptionnaire1 and, 
2) An investigation nationwide of service delivery models in 
order to ascertain if a program specialist role even exists, 
and if not, if and how the model offers the program 
specialist's services. 
Potential Contribution to the Educational Field 
The data collected in this study provided a field evaluation and 
validation of an unexplored issue in special education--the program 
specialist's role. By obtaining an 83 percent return of respondents, 
synthesizing the data and considering the variables that may affect 
the program specialist's role, the final result is as close to a 
current consensus model as prevails in the literature to date. With 
the tone of recent hearings and the legislation proposed in special 
----
education particularly concerning personnel, the data presented here 
provided information on the role of the program specialist for those 
legislators deciding its fate. 
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TO: ALL Directors of Special Education Local Plan Areas 
FROM: Peter T. Ganas, Director 
Special Education Local Plan Areas 
Cheryl McElhany, Program Specialist 
Many of you responded last Fall to the beginning stages of a project we 
have undertaken to clarify the p·rogram specialist's 
for the Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA). 
role and responsibilities 
We thank you for this val-
uable data. Attached is the second and final stage of the study which involves 
an evaluation of the program specialist, to be completed by the SELPA Director, 
and a validation of the program specialist's responsibilities, to be completed 
by a representative program specialist. 
Your assistance is needed greatly in this study. We anticipate that the 
results will be significantly worth your efforts, and you will be one of the 
first to receive the findings. 
Please fill out the SELPA Director's questionnaire, request one of your pro-
gram specialists to complete the Primary Responsibilities Survey,. and return both 
in the addressed, stamped envelope by )J 'r:.-1 (/; -.;~ y./ '·'t L• 
Thank you for your support of this important research. 
PTG:CH:at 
enclosures 
l. 
2. 
3. 
Appendix A 
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SELPA DIRECTORS SURVEY/QUESTIONNAIRE 
Please indicate the number of years your SELPA has employed program 
specialist(s). 1 year 2 years _____ 3 years more than 3 years 
Please indicate the approximate ADA of your SELPA 
square miles of your SELPA 
and, approximate 
Please attach your program specialist job description and return by 
Rate the importance of the program specialist position in regards to the 
operation of your SELPA as it relates to the following areas of concern: 
(For your convenience the terms are defined below.) 
l. 2. 3. 4. 5. 
Areas of Importance Not Somewhat Important Very Extremely Important Important Important Important 
Meeting compliance 
Coordination 
. 
Communication 
-4-. -Effe-ctivene-ss 
5. Efficiency 
6. Expertise 
7. Support 
1. Meeting compliance - Assuring that all state and federal regulations are followed 
adhered to pertaining to an appropriate educational program in the least 
restrictive education environment. 
2. Coordination - The process of unifying the contributions of people, materials, and 
other resources toward the achievement of a recognized purpose. 
3. Communication - The process of interchanging ideas and information in an on-going 
manner. 
4. Effectiveness - The producing of a desired outcome or power to produce desire4 outcomes. 
5. Efficiency - The ability to achieve desired results with economy of time and effort 
in relation to the amount of work accomplished. 
6. Expertise - Having, involving, or displaying special skill or knowledge derived from 
training or experience. 
7. Support - The performance of all tasks in a manner and to a purpose that will uphold 
and strengthen other personnel in achieving the results properly expected 
of each as incumbant of a post in the organization. 
Appencux H 
PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE 
PROGRAM SPECIALIST SURVEY 
Dear Program Specialist: 
I am writing to request your assistance for a study which concerns a 
very controversial issue, the program specialist role. It appears to be a 
popular subject for debate as many of the special education professional 
organization's agenda have indicated. It is most certainly a concern of 
the legislature for future funding purposes. 
Along with this growing concern, research has revealed that the program 
specialist role is one of the least adequately defined positions created by 
California's Master Plan. However, studies have supported the need for such 
a position and surveyed school personnel have reported strong satisfaction 
with their program specialists. 
Recent legislative amendments have put the program specialist position 
in jeopardy. Therefore, SEACO, SELPA Directors, CTA, and CEC have called for 
the California Association of Program Specialists to unify their various re-
sponsibilities and produce a well-defined role description. 
In view of this movement, this study is attempting to evaluate the program 
specialist role and its importance as it relates to certain variables. One area 
that appears undefined is the primary responsibilities of the program specialist. 
An itemization of the job responsibilities extracted from all California SELPA 
-----j-ob-d-es·criptrons-l:ras-been-comp±-:ted-.-You-may-be-interes-ted-to-v-iew-the-g-.-eat ----
number and variety of responsibilities as we were. Many seem general, while 
others appear quite specific. As the Representative Program Specialist for 
your SELPA, your analysis of this list will offer valuable insight toward com-
piling a primary responsibilities list. 
Please complete the attached survey and give to your Director 
the self-addressed stamped envelope before _ _.lh.LJ...JI 1:.1-'d'-'""'-)v~-"',:2"--"6-c___,f"l'-"f"''J:"''J:::.__ 
I 
We thank you for your support of this important research. 
to return in 
-~~ully, 
\~ -""-€;~-- -.:~~~\.J.=. =--~~ ~'->c:>= .--........ / ---
Peter T. Gonos 
Director 
PTG:CAM:at 
Enclosure 
San Joaquin SELPA 
Cluv!/ t? 'r71cccfMI( 
Chen#l A. McElha~ 
Program Speciali~ 
APPENDIX B 
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PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE 
PROGRAM SPECIALIST SURVEY 
Directions: In Column I below is a composite list of the program specialist 
job responsibilities as listed on the job descriptions for each 
SELPA in California. Please NOTE that a responsibility on one SELPA job descrip-
tion may be essentially the same as a responsibility listed on another SELPA job 
description, but with slightly different wording. The composite list below re-
flects all responsibilities from all SELPA's which are essentially different and 
lists them with concise wording. Please read each responsibility and do the 
following: 
1. Indicate in Column II with a check (/) all of those responsibilities you 
are actually responsible for. 
2. Indicate in Column III from those checked which are the five most primary 
responsibilities and rank them from 1 to 5 (with 1 being the most primary). 
Primary responsibilities are those responsibilities for which your supervi-
sor holds you directly accountable and which consume a significant percentage 
of your work day or week (20% or higher). 
I 
Composite List of 
Job Responsibilities 
A. CONSULTATION 
1. C!lnsult with administrators 
2. Consult with other multi-
disciplinary personnel 
3. Consult with parents 
4. Consult with teachers 
II 
Actual Responsibility 
of my Job 
5. Interpret curriculum & instruc-
tiona! program to the Board of 
Education, the administration, 
the staff & the general public 
6. Provide expertise and guidance 
in developing career and voca-
tiona! special needs programs 
7. Demonstration teaching 
8. Observe students and/or total 
classroom environment 
9. Locate resource materials/ 
equipment for teachers/school 
personnel 
10. Attend IEP meetings as a re-
source person 
-1-
III 
Primary 
Res pons ibi li ty 
of my Job (max. 5) 
II I 
Composite List of 
Job Responsibilities 
Actual Responsibility 
of my Job 
A. CONSULTATION (cont'd) 
11. Provide consultation primar-
ily in one specialized area 
or areas of your expertise 
12. Provide for individual or 
small group counseling and 
for behavior change instruc-
tion as requested 
13. Other (specify service) 
B. COORDINATION 
14. Coordinate career/vocational 
education opportunities for 
students 
15. Assist in the coordination of 
preschool and out-of-district 
referrals 
16. Assist in coordinating special 
programs between and among dis-
tricts 
17. Coordinate, as appropriate, the 
development of IEP for students 
with parents and staff 
18. Other (specify service) 
c. COMMUNICATION 
19. Compile data for non-public school 
placements as requested 
20. Assist in designing/implementing 
effective communication proce-
dures/documents for distribution 
to all SELPA personnel 
21. Attend conferences, meet with 
other professionals, and dissem-
inate information to school per-
sonnel 
22. Provide liaison between parents, 
teachers and administrators con-
cerning the needs and programs of 
IWENS 
-?-
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III 
Primary 
Responsibility 
of my Job (max. 5) 
II I 
Composite List of 
Job Responsibilities 
Actual Responsibility 
of my Job 
c. COMMUNICATION (cent' d) 
23. Provide liaison among dis-
trict, private schools and 
state schools for designated 
programs 
24. Keep· the Director of the 
SELPA informed of activities 
and suggests new policies to 
improve services 
25. Assist in the articulation 
of special education between 
all schools 
26. Other (specify service) 
D. STAFF & PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT 
27. Assist in assessment of needs 
for inservice 
28. Plan and/or participate in each 
school's staff development pro-
grams, program development, and 
innovation of special methods 
and approaches 
29. Provide classroom demonstrations 
and model teaching on request 
30. Develop a continuum for use in 
writing differential proficiency 
standards & assists teachers and 
resource specialists in the writ-
ing of differential standards 
31. Assist teachers and rincipals to 
develop appropriate instructional 
techniques within the context of 
the regular class curriculum and 
orders materials appropriate to 
this task 
32. Participate in ongoing development 
and revision of curriculum frame-
work handbooks for teachers of 
children with learning handicaps 
33. Presents inservice/workshops in 
areas of expertise u~on r~uest 
34. Other (specify service) 
-3-
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III 
Primary 
Responsibility 
of my Job (max. 5) 
I 
' ! 
i 
I 
' 
II I 
Composite List of 
Job Responsibilities 
Actual Responsibility 
of my Job 
E. SUPPORT 
35. Assist in interpretation of 
assessment data for develop-
ing/modifying instructional 
plans 
36. Assist in the gathering of reg-
ional data related to pupil 
count, special studies, pupil 
history. information etc. 
37. Assist in the supervision of 
the special education materials 
center operation 
38. Work with the Special Olympic 
Committee to continue its on-
going__j)_rogram for the retarded 
39. Assist in, provide for, and ac-
tively participate in the dept.'s 
Race/Human Relations Program 
40. Assist in parent training and es-
tablishing effective comm.unica-
tions 
41. Review and help in writing of 
grants 
42. Encourage implementation of in-
novative special methods and 
approaches for individuals with 
exceptional needs 
43. Other (specify service) 
F. COMPLIANCE 
44. Monitor the implementation and 
evaluation of the IEP program 
as necessary and approl'_riate 
45. Provide assistance in order to 
assure that pupils have full 
educational opportunity regard-
less of the district of resi-
dence, such as: attend IEP 
meeting re: placement change, 
gather data for Complaint or 
Due Process; follow-up of Com-
plaint or Due Process 
-4-
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III 
Primary 
Responsibility 
of my Job (max. 5) 
I 
Composite List of 
Job Responsibilities 
F. COMPLIANCE (cont' d) 
46. Maintain knowledge of current 
laws & regulations pertaining 
to IWENS and may be assigned 
to prepare fair hearing mater-
ial 
47. Monitor compliance with Fed-
eral, State and Regional 
guidelines 
48. Other (specify service) 
G. MANAGEMENT 
49. Develop a record-keeping sys-
tem which will track all ser-
vices & mandated follow-up. 
Maintain case records on re-
ferred students as appropriate 
50. Serve as the Special. Education 
transportation representative 
5~_. Propose appropriate budget 
requisites 
52. Establish, maintain & support 
standards of personal conduct 
& discipline in accordance 
with the current discipline 
policy 
53. Other (specify service) 
H. SUPERVISORY 
54. Interview and participate in 
the selection of candidates 
for SELPA teaching positions 
55. Supervise & evaluate assigned 
certificated staff 
56. Supervise & evaluate assigned 
clerical personnel staff 
57. Assist & supervise student 
teachers & interns used in 
special classes 
II 
Actual Responsibility 
of my Job 
- 5 -
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Ill 
Primary 
Responsibility 
of my Job (max. 5) 
I 
Composite List of 
Job Responsibilities 
H. SUPERVISORY (cont'd) 
58. Provide direct supervision 
and program coordination 
to assigned special educa-
tion teachers and resource 
snecialists 
59. Serve as administrative des-
ignee to SAT referrals for 
county-class placement and 
for IEP meetings of county 
special day classes, within 
assio:ned o:eoo:ranhic areas 
60. Other (snecifv service) 
I. EVALUATION 
61. Review program/pupil progress 
and recommend program revis-
ions when annronriate/directed 
62. Assist in assessing effective-
ness of district programs for 
the handicanne~ 
63. Prepare annual and interim 
reuorts as directed 
II 
Actual Responsibility 
of my Job 
64. Give input to building adminis-
trators for evaluation of re-
source specialists and SDC 
teachers 
65. Other (suecifv service) 
-6-
llO 
III 
Primary 
Responsibility 
of my Job (max. 5) 
APPENDJX C 
Ebllow-tp Procedure for the SELPA Directors Questionnaire 
Directors who did not respond to the SELPA Directors Question-
naire by the requested date were phoned and the below questions were 
asked: 
1. Did you receive a SELPA Directors Questionnaire? 
2. If "yes," would it be possible for you to return the ques-
tionnaire within the next two days? 
3. If "no," then a brief explanation of the project would 
be given and his/her involvement requested. Another ques-
tionnaire would be mailed. 
4. If he/she received the questionnaires, but did not wish 
to respond, he/she would be asked to indicate if his/her 
reason was lack of time, lack of interest, or other. These 
indications will be recorded appropriately. 
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APPENDIX D 
Panel of Representative Authorities For 
Content Validation of Instruments 
1. Dr. Michael Bower 
Professor of Educational Psychology 
California State University, Berkeley 
2. Dr. Joseph Roberts 
Associate Professor 
Department of Special Education 
University of the Pacific 
3. Ms. Harriet Danford 
Director, Special Education Local Plan Area 
Office of the Los Angeles Superintendent of Schools 
4. Mr. Peter Gonos 
Director, Special Education Local Plan Area 
San Joaquin County Superintendent of Schools 
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APPENDIX E 
Dr. Michael Bower 
Dept. of Educational Psychology 
California State Univ./Berkeley 
Berkeley, California 
Dear Dr. Bower: 
............. 
February 16, 1982 
I am a doctoral candidate at the University of the Pacific in 
Stockton California. I am presently in the middle stages of my disserta-
tion study and in need of your help. Attached is an instrument which I 
intend to use in my data collection. For validation purposes, your name 
was suggested by my advisors as one with expertise in the area of special 
education. 
My study, entitled The Program Specialist Role and Responsibilities: 
The Development of a Consensus Model, will survey the California Special 
Education Local Plan Areas (SELPAs) to ascertain the program specialist's 
importance and actual function. The attached instrument, approved by my 
committee members is now ready for validation by experts in the field. 
The purpose of this instrument is to evaluate the program specialist's 
importance to the operation of the SELPA. 
Please rate this i~strument on the scale below and write in any 
changes you wish to suggest. Please return by February 23, 1982. Thank 
you for supporting on-going research. 
Sincerely, 
CHERYL A. McELHANY 
Program Specialist 
The SELPA Directors Survey/Questionnaire is: 
----- satisfactory _______ needs improvement 
Signature 
Recommendations: 
Title 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR PERSONNEL PREPARATION 
• At least 87~ and 77% of the regular education elementary and secondary 
teachers, respectively, in the HF sample reported having at least one 
special education student in their classroom. 
• Of the regular education teachers, more than half of the elementary teachers 
and more than three-fourths of the secondary teachers rated themselves as 
unskilled in instructing special education students. 
• Regular and special education teachers in urban areas tend to be slightly 
more experienced than teachers in rural areas. They tend to have higher 
degrees, more credentials, and more teaching experience. 
e _In six MP areas, between 10 and 20% of the regular education elementary 
teachers reported having special education-related creden:ials. In nc 
NMP area did more than 9% of the regular education elementary teachers 
report having a special education-related credential. 
• Regular education elementary teachers are far more familiar ~ith special 
education referral and assessment procedures than are secondary teachers. 
About four of every five elementary teachers are very fa~iliar ~ith special 
education programs, services, and resources. However, less than a tt",!rd of 
all teachers are very familiar with either federal or state special eCucation 
legislation and with parents' rights under these laws. 
• More than 60% of the elementary MP regular education teachers reported that 
they are skilled in using special education resources available for students. 
However, less than 40% of the secondary teachers rated themselves as skilled 
in the use of those resources. 
• Across all MP and NMP areas, less than a third of the regular education 
teachers reported attending inservice training programs. In HP areas, 
approximately two of five elementary teachers and about one of five secor.C-
ary teachers reported attending inservice training programs. 
e Special education teachers apparently are receiving a high level of ins£>n'ice 
training, with so:~ of all special education teachers repo:rting that they haC 
attended a session during the 1978-79 school year. 
• Less than one-quarter of the regular education teacher-s in the sample reporte~ 
receivin£ incentives to attend inservice training, although cer:air. incer::ives 
such as release time are provided for in the Master Plan legislaticr .. 
• More thar: 70~: of all regular and special education teachers reported that in-
service training is needed on basic assessment topics such as identifica:ior. 
and assessment procedures. Teachers expressed the greatest need for inser\'ice 
training on topics that they believe are part of their teaching role: Regula: 
education teachers desire instruction on characteristics of special education 
students and more information about referring students; special educatio~ 
teachers expressed the need for more infonr.ation or, developing the IEP. 
• More than half of the r~gular education teachers repartee that the:•: Kne,.· cf 
only one inservice training session on an assessment topic. At leas: 7E~. of 
the special education teachers were aware of between two and five inservice 
training topics regarding assessment. 
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Appendix G 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ON PROGRAM SERVICES AND EFFECTS 
• A far higher proportion of students were identified as handicapped in MP 
areas than in NMP areas. The major difference was in the proportion of 
students identified as learning handicapped (LH) and communicatively handi-
capped (CH): Far more LH than CH students were in MP areas than in NMP areas. 
• Because of differences in identification patterns, differences were also seen 
in placement patterns, with more students being served in less restrictive 
environments through Resource Specialist Program/Learning Disabilities Group 
(RSP/LDG) services in MP areas. 
• Although most regular education teachers indicated that they had special 
education students in their classes for most or part of the day, less than 
47% of the teachers in 20 of the 25 areas reported that they had Individual 
Education Programs (IEPs) available for these students. In three areas, 
virtually all the teachers said IEPs were not available to them. At the se-
condary level. the highest rate of response for teachers with special edu-
cation students who had IEPs available was 28% in a NMP area. 
• On the average, 40 to 50% of the regular education elementary and 70 to 76% 
of the regular education secondary teachers reported that they did not know 
whether the students in their classes were receiving the services outlined 
in the IEP. 
• Between 20 and 30% of the parents reported that they did not know whether their 
child was receiving either all or some of the services outlined in the IEP. 
This varied across both MP and NMP areas, with parents in areas that had been 
in MP longest tending to be more knowledgeable about their child's program. 
• Both parents and regular education teachers in MP areas indicated that the RS 
was an important resource, either in terms coordinating special education pro-
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------11---og'l'r'iiarnms,.--cfor stuaent:s or in meet-in.gw-i-th_t_e-gular-educati-on_t_e_a_chers-re-g-a-rcU-n-g-th-e·-1--------
needs of special education stuUents. Parents perceived that the RS, special 
and regular education teachers, and speech teacher shared responsibility in 
coordinating their child's program. In NMP areas, no single individual ap-
peared to perform the same role of coordination or support for regular teachers 
Of the MP elementary teachers, 77 to 85% reported that they had used the ser-
vices Of the RS. 
• The RSP appears to be more difficult to implement effectively at the secondary 
level than at the elementary level, and it is more difficult to implement at 
both grade levels in rural areas than in suburban or urban areas. 
• Across MP and NMP areas, both parents and teachers reported that they believed 
special education students would benefit more socially and academically from 
being in the regular classroom than would regular education students. 
• More parents of elementary students than of secondary students believed that 
their child had improved (either somewhat or greatly) in terms of academic, 
social, and motor skills and in self-image. On the average, 60% or more of 
the elementary parents Pelieved their child had improved. This did not dif-
fer significant~y across MP and NMP areas. 
Appendix H 
Summary of the Program Specialists' Primary Responsibilities Survey 
Composite List of Job 
Responsibilities 
A. CONSULTATION 
1. Consult with administrators 
2. Consult with other multi-
disciplinary personnel 
3. Consult with parents 
4. Consult with teachers 
5. Interpret curriculum & in-
structional program to the 
Board of Education, the 
administration, the staff 
and the general public 
6. Provide expertise and 
guidance in developing 
career and vocational 
special needs programs 
7. Demonstration teaching 
8. Observe students and/or 
total classroom environ-
ment 
9. Locate resource materials/ 
equipment for teachers/ 
school personnel 
10. Attend IEP meetings as a 
resource person 
11. Provide consultation pri-
marily in one specialized 
area or areas of your 
expertise 
12. Provide for individual or 
small group counseling and 
for behavior change in-
struction as requested 
13. Other (specify service) 
B. COORDINATION 
14-;-Co~rdinat-e-caree:r1v-oca1:i0hal 
education opportunities for 
students 
15. Assist in the coordination 
of preschool and out-of-
district referrals 
16. Assist in coordinating 
special programs between 
and among districts 
17. Coordinate, as appropriate, 
the development of IEP for 
students with parents and 
staff 
18. Other (specify service) 
C. COMMUNICATION 
19. Compile data for non-public 
school placements as re-
ested 
20. Assist in designing/im-
plementing effective com-
munication procedures/ 
documents for distribution 
to all SELPA personnel 
21. Attend conferences, meet 
with other professionals, 
and disseminate information 
to school personnel 
22. Provide liaison between 
parents, teachers and ad-
ministrators concerning 
the needs and programs 
of IWENS 
23. Provide liaison between dis-
tricts, private schools and 
state schools for designated 
ro rams 
No. of PS 
indicating this 
resp. was part 
of their job 
Freq. % 
77 
74 
72 
79 
51 
52 
55 
75 
74 
72 
62 
42 
11 
31 
57 
60 
71 
16 
43 
55 
76 
59 
52 
95 
91 
89 
98 
63 
64 
68 
93 
91 
89 
77 
52 
14 
38 
70 
74 
88 
20 
53 
68 
94 
73 
64 
No. of PS 
indicating 
this resp. 
as primary 
f • 
10 
9 
2 
60 
2 
5 
4 
13 
13 
14 
11 
1 
2 
2 
6 
28 
21 
2 
2 
5 
9 
4 
13 
10 
2 
74 
2 
6 
4 
16 
16 
17 
13 
1 
6 
35 
26 
2 
2 
6 
1 
4 
3 
No. 
job 
of: 
1 
• 
4 
2 
0 
27 
1 
2 
4 
2 
5 
9 
0 
0 
6 
6 
0 
4 
4 
1 
2 
of PS giving 
resp. a rank 
2 
0 
5 
0 
7 
0 
0 
0 
4 
6 
2 
0 
0 
0 
2 
7 
7 
2 
0 
2 
2 
0 
3 
4 
0 
0 
5 
0 
0 
4 
6 
1 
0 
0 
0 
2 
2 
4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
4 
4 
2 
2 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
2 
2 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
1 
0 
4 
0 
5 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
7 
2 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
0 0 1 0 
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(N=Sl) 
*The RPS's agreed that 
many of the responsi-
bilities were an 
actual part of their 
job; however, the 
number decreased when 
agreement on primary 
responsibilities was 
requested. 
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Appendix H Summary of the Program Specialists' Primary Responsibilities survey 
No. of PS No. of PS No. of PS giving 
Composite List of Job indicating this indicating job resp. a rank 
Responsibilities resp. was part this resp. of: 
of their job as primary l 3 4 5 
c. COMMUNICATION {Continued) Freq. ' f • • 
24. Keeps the Director of the 
SELPA informed of activi-
ties and suggests new poli-
Cies to im:erove services 63 78 5 6 2 4 0 0 0 
25. Assists in the articula-
tion of special education 
between all schools 68 84 12 17 0 5 5 2 5 
26. Other (sEecifi service) 5 6 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 
D. STAFF & PROGEAM DEVELOPMENT 
27. Assist in assessment of 
needs for inservice 64 79 6 6 2 2 0 0 2 
28. Plan and/or participate in 
each school' s staff develop-
ment programs, program 
development, and innovation 
of special methods and 
&fEroaches 63 78 41 51 7 4 15 5 9 
29. Provide classroom demon-
stration and model teach-
ing on reguest 44 54 9 10 l 0 l 6 
30. Develop a continuum for use 
in writing differential 
proficiency standards and 
assists teachers and re-
source specialists in the 
writing of differential 
standards 48 59 4 4 2 0 0 2 0 
31. Assist teachers and Prin-
cipals to develop appro-
priate instructional 
techniques within the 
context of the regular 
class curriculum and 
orders materials appro-
Eriate to this task 48 59 l2 14 2 2 0 0 0 
32. Participate in ongoing 
development and revision 
of curriculum framework 
handbooks for teachers 
of children with learn-
ing nanaicaes 43 53 2 0 0 1 1 0 
33. Presents inservice/work-
shops in areas of ex-
Eertise UEOn re~est 64 79 19 23 2 4 7 5 l 
34. Other (specify service) 6 3 3 0 0 0 2 
E. ~ 
35. Assist in interpretation of 
assessment data for develop-
ing/modifying instructional 
lans 73 96 8 9 0 l l 2 
36. Assist in the gathering of 
regional data related to 
pupil count, special studies 
pupil history, information 
etc. 53 65 7 9 7 0 0 4 
37. Assist in the supervision 
of the special education 
materials center operation 27 33 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 
38. Work with the Special Olym-
pic Committee to continue 
its on-going program for 
the retarded 14 17 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 
39. Assist in, provide for, 
and actively participate 
in the dept.'s Race/Human 
Relations Pr22ram 16 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
40. Assist in parent training 
and establishing effective 
communications 46 57 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
41. Review and help in writing 
of ants 39 41 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
42. Encourage implementation of 
innovative special methods 
and approaches for individ-
uals with exce2tional needs 64 79 8 7 l 0 0 7 
Appendix H Summary of the Program Specialists' Primary Responsiblities Survey 
Composite List of Job 
Responsibilities 
E. SUPPORT (Continued) 
43. Other (specify service) 
F. COMPLIANCE 
44. Monitor the implementation 
and evaluation of the IEP 
program as necessary and 
appropriate 
45. Provide assistance in order 
to· assure that pupils have 
full educational opportuni-
ty regardless of the 
district of residence, such 
as: attend IEP meating re: 
placement change, gather 
data for Complaint or Due 
Process1 follow-up of 
Complaint or Due Process 
46. Maintain knowledge of cur-
rent laws & regulations 
pertaining to IWENS and may 
be assigned to prepare fair 
hearinq material 
47. Monitors compliance with 
Federal, State and Region-
al guidelines 
48. Other (specify service) 
G. MANAGEMENT 
49. Develop a record-keeping 
system which will track 
all services & mandated 
follow-up. Maintain case 
records on referred stu-
dents as appropriate 
No. of PS 
indicating this 
resp. was part 
of their job 
Freq. % 
5 
65 
73 
56 
52 
2 
46 
6 
80 
90 
69 
64 
2 
57 
No. of PS 
indicating 
this resp. 
as primary 
f • 
0 
18 
32 
1 
6 
0 
16 
0 
22 
40 
1 
6 
0 
20 
No. of PS giving 
job 
of: 
1 
' 
0 
2 
7 
1 
0 
0 
5 
resp. a rank 
2 4 
0 0 
5 2 
5 10 
0 
2 
0 
2 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
2 
7 
0 
2 
0 
5 
5 
0 
7 
5 
0 
0 
0 
6 
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50. Serve as the Special 
~-----------Educati"on-transportat±on-------------------------------------------------­
representative 
51. Propose appropriate 
budget requisites 
52. Establish, maintain & sup-
port standards of personal 
conduct & discipline in 
accordance with the cur-
rent discipline policy 
53. Other (specify service) 
H. SUPERVISORY 
54. Interview and participate 
in the selection of candi-
dates for SELPA teaching 
ositions 
55. Supervise & evaluate as-
signed clerical personnel 
staff 
56. Supervise & evaluate as-
signed clerical personnel 
staff 
57. Assist & supervise student 
teachers & interns used in 
special classes 
58. Provide direct supervision 
and program coordination 
to assigned special educa-
tion teachers and resource 
specialists 
59. Serve as administrative 
designee to SAT referrals 
for county-class placement 
and IEP meetings of county 
special day classes, with-
in assigned geographical 
areas 
60. Other (specify service) 
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26 
35 
9 
41 
26 
35 
26 
42 
39 
5 
25 
32 
43 
11 
51 
32 
43 
32 
52 
48 
6 
2 
2 
0 
7 
6 
4 
2 
0 
12 
3 
2 
2 
2 
0 
8 
7 
5 
2 
0 
14 
3 
2 
2 
2 
0 
6 
7 
5 
1 
0 
5 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
5 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
1 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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Appendix H sunmary of the Program Specialists' Primary Responsibilities Survey 
(N-81) 
No. of PS No. of PS No. of PS giving 
composite List of Job indicating this indicating job resp. a rank 
Responsibilities resp. was part this resp. of: 
of their job as primary 1 2 3 4 5 
Freq. • f • • 
I. EVAUATION 
61. Review program/pupil 
progress and recommend 
program revisions when 
aEErOEriate/directed 69 85 16 20 2 2 4 6 4 
62. Assist in assessing effec-
tiveness of district pro-
g:rams for the handicaE:Eed 58 72 4 4 0 0 0 2 2 
63. Prepare annual and interim 
reEorts as directed 39 48 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 
64. Give input to building 
adrnin~strators-for-eva±u-
ation of resource special-
ists and SOC teachers 44 54 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 
65. Other (specify service) 13 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
-----~--
Appendix I 
The "Other" Section Responses of the Primary Responsibilities 
of the Program Specialist Survey 
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The responses in the "other" categories for the areas of Consul-
tation and Evaluation were as follows: 
1) Coordinate Bilingual Individual Learning Program 
for students with their IEPs. 
2) Coordinate Community Advisory Council. 
3) Coordinate transitional programs. 
4) Assist with state required evaluation plan. 
5) Design and implement evaluation studies. 
6) Assfst in program review process. 
